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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Vacation Recistrars of the Chancery Division 
will be Mr. Merrvate and Mr, Kine. 





Tue Master or THE Rotts will leave for his successor 
on the bench of the Chancery Division no fewer than 150 
witness causes, in addition to many causes to be heard 
without witnesses, 


Tue cuapet of Lincoln’s-inn, which is said to have 
been designed by Inico Jonzs, is about to be altered and 
enlarged under the superintendence of Sir Epmunp 
Beckett, Bart., Q.C. 


Mr. Artuur Kexkewicu, Q.C., and Mr. Ricuarp 
Horton Smirn, Q.C., have been elected benchers of 
Lincoln’s-inn. There is still one vacancy on the bench, 
caused by the death of Lord Harnertey, but it will not 
be filled up until Michaelmes Term next, 


Tue Fitinc Department of the Central Office has been 
removed to the south front of the Royal Courts of 
Justice, where it now occupies two rooms on the court 


floor, The rooms vacated by this department will be 








shortly occupied by the Chancery Department of the Bank 
of England. 





Mr. Warton asked the Home Secretary on Tuesday 
last whether, “considering that Mr. Braptaven had 
given notice for convening and calling together on 
Tuesday, the 2nd of August, a meeting of persons ex- 
ceeding fifty to meet in Trafalgar-square for the purpose 
or on the pretext of considering or preparing a petition 
to Parliament,” if was the intention of the Government 
“to take any steps to prevent such unlawful assembly ” 
on the ground of acontravention of 57 Geo. 3,¢. 19, s. 23. 
Sir W. Harcourt replied that he had inquired into the 
matter, and had been informed by the police that there 
had been no announcement of a proposed meeting in 
Trafalgar-square on Tuesday next, but added that “in 
case of any public meeting, proper steps would be taken 
to secure the observance of law and order.” The enact- 
ment referred to prohibits meetings of persons, exceeding 
fifty, anywhere within one mile of Westminster Hall, 
“except in such parts of the parish of Saint Paul’s, 
Covent Garden, as are within the said distance,” on any 
day on which either House of Parliament shall meet 
and sit, or on any day on which “the Courts of Chancery, 
King’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer, or any of 
them shall sit in Westminster Hall,” for the purpose of 
any petition “to both Houses or either House of 
Parliament for alteration of matters in Church or Sta 
Such meetings are declared to be unlawful assemblies, 
but the Act prescribes no punishment for convening 
them, nor can we discover that any special punishment is 
imposed by 39 Geo. 3, c. 79, which confines its punish- 
ments to “ unlawful combinations "’ and the permission of 
unlawful assemblies. The remedy, therefore, would seem 
to be by au indictment for a common law misdemeanor. 
However, this may be, it is well to point out that by 
9 & 10 Vict. c. 33, after reciting that the provisions of 
this Act and of 39 Geo. 3, c. 79, ‘‘ have given occasion 
to vexatious proceedings by common informers,” it is 
enacted that no proceedings may be taken under either 
of the Acts “ unless the same be commenced in the name 
of” the Attorney-General or Solicitor-General. It 
may be added that the getting up of petitions 
“for alteration of matters established in Church 
or State is placed under curious restrictions by the 
still unrepealed Act of 13 Car. 2, c. 5. That statute 
after reciting that “it had been found by sad ex- 
perience that tumultuous and other disorderly soliciting 
and procuring of hands by private persons to petitions 

. . to Parliament for alteration of matters estab- 
lished by law have been made use of to serve 
the ends of factious and seditious persons gotten into 
power to the violation of the public peace,” enacts as 
follows: “‘No person . . . shall solicit, labour, or 
procure the getting of hands or other consent of any 
persons above the number of twenty or more to any 
petition . . to both or either Houses of Parliament 
for alteration of matters established by law in Church or 
State, unless the matter thereof have been first con- 
sented unto and ordered by three or more justices of that 
county ‘ where the same matter. shall arise; 
or if arising in London by the lord mayor, alder- 
men, and commons in common council assembled.” There 
is a further enactment that “no person shall repair” to 
Parliament upon pretence of presenting or delivering 
any petition “accompanied with excessive number of 
people, nor at any one time with above the number of 
ten persons.” The penalty is a fine of not 
one hundred pounds and three months’ imprisonment, 
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recoverable, it would seem, upon a prosecution by any 
member of the public—but this isa point which is far 
from clear. 





WE WAVE SEVERAL TImEs referred to the effect of sec- 
tion 56 of the Indian Act II. of 1874, under which the 
Administrators-General of Bengal, Madras, and Bombay 
were appointed, in removing the ground on which the 
old Court of Chancery allowed an executor, to whom no 
legacy was given in his character of executor, a com- 
mission of five per cent. on all assets of the testator 
collected by him in India. An agitation has been com- 
menced for the repeal of this provision, and on Monday 
last a deputation waited on Lord Harzineron to present 
a@ memorial asking the Government to take steps to 
attain this result. They are reported to have com- 
plained that “the law as it stood prevented per- 
sons from appointing executors of their estates.” 
If this was the only complaint of the deputation we 
think their case was very weak, for we do not know that 
there could bea better proof of the confidence felt in the 
system of administration by the Administrators-General 
than the non-appointment of executors. If it is alleged 
that executors are not appointed because they cannot be 
got to act without receiving commission, the reply is that 
there is nothing to prevent testators from leaving legacies 
to the persons they wish to appoint executors, expressly 
made dependent on their acting. It can hardly be 
doubted that in a country like India, where Europeans 
die far from their friends, a system of administration by 
a public officer must be advantageous, provided due 
safeguards are imposed for the proper execution of his 
duties by such officer. The system established by the 
Act above referred to appears to afford satisfactory safe- 
guards. There is first the requirement of competent 
legal ability on the part of the Administrator-General ; 
next, the requirement of large security for the due 
administration of his office ; there are also stringent rules 
as to the investment of assets in his hands; and, lastly, 
there is a half-yearly examination of his accounts by 
auditors appointed by Government. We may add that 
in 1855 a similar attempt was made to obtain a relaxa- 
tion of the rule prohibiting private executors and 
administrators from receiving commission, but the 
Legislative Council, under the guidance of Sir Laurence 
Peet, Sir Banwes Peacock, and Mr. Auuen, refased to 
assent to the alteration. 


Tue House or Lorps has altered the amended patron- 
ege clause of the Judicature Bill, and has restored the 
name of the Lord Chancellor in place of the senior 
puisne judge, notwithstanding the protest of the Lord 
Chancellor that he did not wish “personally, or even 
officially, to add this particular patronage to the responsi- 
bilities of his office.” The Lord Chancellor has not 
hitherto had any share in the patronage dealt with by 
the clause—that is, the appointment of masters or clerks 
in the Central Office—and since the clause providing 
that the appointment of masters or principal officers 
whose duties have relation solely or chiefly to the 
Queen's Bench Division shall be made “ with the con- 
carrence of the Lord Chief Justice,’ has been struck 
out, the effect of the change will be to give the Lord 
Chancellor uncontrolled patronage as to officers with 
whose duties he may be entirely unfamiliar. 





——=3 


In the eourse of a case tried at Westminsteron Wednesday 
week, the actuary of the London and Liverpool and Globe Insu- 
ranee Office stated, in cross-examination, that his office paid 
a Commission to agents and also to solicitors, from whom the 
introduction of new business generally came, whereupon, Mr. 
Justice Field is reported to have remarked that no doubt 
solicitors, from their position, bad a great power of influencing 
business of this kind, but it was « great question whether or 
not they ought to take commissions, 
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TRADING BY AN EXECUTOR. 
I. 


Wuen, upon the decease of a trader, his business is 
carried on by his executor, the rights and liabilities of 
the latter, as well as the equitable right of property in 
the assets employed in the business at any particular 
moment, as, for instance, on the bankruptcy of the 
executor, are not generally to be understood without 
attentive consideration ; and as several recent cases in the 
reports illustrate some of the principles applicable in 
such circumstances, it may be useful to call attention to 
the subject, even if these late cases can scarcely be said 
to add to the already existing rules of law. 

If we begin with the position of the executor 


of a business is scarcely a legal conception at all. 
** Business” consists of certain contracts by a person to 
buy or sell goods, or to perform services or works; and 
although one person may come after another in the 
occupation of particular premises, and make contracts of 
the same kind and with the same persons as the contracts 
made by his predecessor, yet the succession can scarcely 
be said to have any legal signification, except in so far as 
it may involve a contract between the outgoing and in- 
coming trader that the latter shall have every facility 
for making such contracts, or, in other words, shall have 
the goodwill of the business ; for the rights and obliga- 
tions of each party in respect of the contracts made by 
him are clearly and absolutely distinct feom those made 
by the other. Whether the business is continued by a 
purchaser or by an executor, the position in this particular 
isthe same. In each case the creditors of the business 
will have to look primarily to the trader’s personal 
liability, and as in the case of a purchaser they will 
have nothing else to look to, so also it may be in the case 
of an executor. The liability of the latter is so purely a 
personal liability that, notwithstanding his right to pledge 
or sell the specific assets of his testator, it is settled that 
his general engagements do not bind the testator’s assets 
(Farhall v. Farhall, 20 W. R. 157, L. R. 7 Ch, 128); 
and consequently the right to the assets employed in the 
business at the testator’s decease will, subject to the con- 
ditions to be presently referred to, remain what it then 
was without reference to the executor'’s business con- 
tracts. Nor can the executor, even by professing to 
trade as executor, prevent the application of these rigid 
rules (Labouchere v. Tupper, 5 W. R. 798, 11 Moo. P. ©. 
198; In re Leeds Banking Company, 14 W. R. 255, 
L, R. 1 Ch, 242). The contract would still remain 
a personal contract in respect of which he would be 
chargeable de bonis propriis, and not de bonis testatoris. 
The creditors of the business as conducted by him have 
primarily no concern with the testator’s affairs, Even if 
the testator has directed or empowered his executors to 

carry on his business, and to continue to employ for the 
purpose the capital in the business at the time of his 

decease, or any part of his general estate by way of 
further capital, the remedy of the creditors of the busi- 
ness since the death is still by action against the executor 
on his contract (Owen v. Delamere, 21 W. R, 218, L. R. 

15 Eq. 134); and it is only if that remedy fail, as by 
the bankruptcy or insolvency of the executor, that such 

creditors can claim, by virtue of the direction contained 

in the will, a specific right against the assets authorized 

to be employed in the business so as to have such 

assets administered by a court of equity for their 

benefit. The nature of this right, if it was ever 

doubtful, has now been clearly defined by the 

Master of the Rolls in the case of In re Johnson 

(29 W. R. 168, L. R. 15 Oh. D, 548), where it is 

laid down that it is not on the ground of anything in the 

contract with the executor that the creditor has such 4 

right, but of the special equity that the beneficiary on 

whose behalf the trade was carried on shall not take the 

benefit of his trustee’s trading until the debte incurred 





personally, it must be recollected that the continuance ° 
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by the trustee in making the profit have been satisfied. 
The trustee is bound to satisfy them, and can claim to 
be indemnified out of the testator’s estate in respect of 
his own payments in doing 80, in so far as the estate was 
authorized to be employed in the business. If he fails 
to satisfy these debts, then the creditors are entitled to 
stand in the trustee’s shoes and avail themselves of his 
right of indemnity. But if the trustee is in default, and 
indebted to the estate, he can claim no indemnity except 
on the terms of making good his default, or by showing 
that the profit brought to the estate by means of the 
trade debts incurred exceeds the amount in which he is 
indebted to it. Consequently, in the case under con- 
sideration, the fact that he was in default was held to 
preclude the creditors from making any claim against 
the estate except upon the terms above mentioned. 

This reference to a specific claim against the testator’s 
assets, apart from the personal remedy against the 
executor, leads to the inquiry as to the position at any 
particular moment of the assets of a business continued 
by an executor. For such assets are not to be considered 
indiscriminately as assets of the executor as a trader, or 
as assets of the testator. In so far as they consist of 
goods bought by the executor, or of moneys owing to 
him in the course of the business done by him, the 
assets are his property, andif, in the acquisition of such 
property, he has sold the goods of, or collected the 
moneys due to, his testator's estate, he is liable to account 
to the estate for the amount of his receipts in respect 
of such sale and collection (per James, L.J., Ea parte 
Morley, 21 W. R. 942, L. R. 8 Ch. 1032). But in so 
far as the assets consist of property existing in specie at 
the death of the testator, the position is that, although 
the legal property in them is in the executor, yet the 
creditors of the testator have something in the nature of 
a specific right to them, inasmuch as they can always 
claim to have such assets administered by the court for 
their benefit. It is true that their right is not an 
absolute right in rem, because it is subject to the 
executor’s power to sell or dispose of the property, and 
even after a decree for administration, this power of sale 
or disposition remains in the executor if there has been 
no order for an injunction or receiver (Berry v. Gibbons, 
21 W. R. 754, L. R. 8 Ch. 747), But it is a rigbt 
in rem to this extent, that the creditors can demand to 
have the goods, whilst in possession of the executor, 
treated as goods of their testator, and not as goods of 
the executor, Unless they abandon this right, it does 
not appear how they can, as to such goods, be 
prejudiced by the fact of the subsequent trading, 
for the trade creditors of the executor have not, in 
any case, any claim to the testator’s assets, except in the 
event of their being able to avail themselves of the execu- 
tor’s right to indemnity out of the property authorized 
by the testator to be employed in the trade, and 
such a claim to indemnity can scarcely be created 
by the testator so as to defeat the rights of his own 
creditors. Therefore, so soon as the assets of the 
business are separated into those specifically existing at 
the testator’s decease, and those subsequently acquired, it 
's only necessary, in order to ascertain the relative rights 
of the testator’s creditors and the executor’s creditors, 
to ask, have the former abandoned their rights? It 
seems that they must be active in asserting such rights 
or they will be taken to have abandoned them, Although 
it was long ago settled that property in the hands of an 
executor in his representative character does not primd 
Jacie pass to his creditors as being within his order and 
disposition or reputed ownership, yet it is otherwise if 
they are allowed to remain in his possession under such 
circumstances as may induce his creditors to suppose 
that they are his own. In Kitchen v. [bbetson (22 W. RB. 
68, L. R. 17 Bq. 46), it was held that an administratrix 
having such m and continuing the business for 

Alten months must be taken to have the order and dis- 
Paition of the goods with the consent of the true owner 
“4s to entitle her own creditors to them upon her 








bankruptcy. And in Jn re Fells (25 W. R. 382, L. R. 4 
Ch. D. 512), it seems to have been held that the rights of 
the testator’s creditors might be defeated without the aid 
of the doctrine of bankruptcy as to reputed ownership. 
There the administratrix carried on business for four 
years and then married; and Bacon, O.J., ruled that on 
the second marriage the goods passed absolutely to the 
husband, and that a creditor of the testator would have 
to rely upon his remedy for a devastavit and could not 
follow the goods, : 








THE DOCTRINE OF “LUMLEY 
v. GYE” CONSIDERED. 


In the recent case of Bowen v, Hall (29 W: R. 367, 
L. R. 6 Q, B. D. 333) a point of considerable importance 
was decided by the Court of Appeal. It was there held 
that an action lies against a person who maliciously in- 
duces another to break his contract of exclusive personal 
service with an employer where the natural consequence 
of such breach of contract is to cause damage to the 
employer, although the relation of master and servant 
does not exist between the employer and employed. The 
question here raised is the same as that raised in Lumley 
v. Gye (1 W. R. 432, 2 E. & B. 216), the decision in which 
case was, of course, not binding on the Court of Appeal. 
The question has been considered to be one of a doubtful 
character, inasmuch as Sir John Coleridge, in a very 
powerfully reasoned judgment, dissented from the view 
expressed by the majority of the court. In the case of 
Bowen v. Hall the Lord. Chief Justice also dissented 
from the decision of the majority (Lord Selborne, C., and 
Brett, J.). He stated in his judgment that there had 
been great lawyers who are well known to have thought 
that Lumley v. Gye was wrongly decided, and in par- 
ticular Willes, J. 

There is much to be said on both sides. We are 
not disposed to think that abstract and technical 
reasoning carries one very far towards a solution of 
this sort of question. The law on such a matter 
does, or ought to, depend on general expediency, Brett, 
L.J., in giving judgment, says, “The decision of the 
majority (in Lumley v. Gye) will be seen on a careful 
consideration of their judgments to have been founded 
on two chains of reasoning. First, that wherever a man 
does an act which, in law and in fact, is a wrongful act, 
and such an act as may, as a natural and probable con- 
sequence of it, produce injury to another, and which in 
the particular case does produce such an injury, an ac- 
tion on the case would lie. This is the proposition to be 
deduced from the case of Ashby v. White (1 Sm. L, C,, 
8th ed., p. 264). If these conditions are satisfied, the 
action does not the Jess lie because the natural and prob- 
able consequence of the act complained of is an act done 
by a third person, or because such act so done by the 
third person is a breach of duty or contract by him, or an 
act illegal on his part, or an act otherwise imposing an 
actionable liability on him.” The learned Lord Justice 
then proceeds to dispose of the reasoning founded on 
the well-known case of Vicars v. Wilcow (8 East, 1), 
a decision which has been treated by some as establish- 
ing that, wherever the damage results from the voluntary 
act of a third party intervening between the act of 
the defendant and such damage, the damage is too re- 
mote. It seems to us that the reasoning of the learned 
Lord Justice successfully disposes of this line of angu- 
ment, If it be established that the voluntary act of the 
third party immediately ocoasioning the d can be 
reasonably considered as the natural result of the act of 
the defendant, it seems to us that there is no _— for 
suggesting that the damage is too remote. Many cases 
might be instanced as showing this, Ifa man res 
the commission of a murder, he is guilty of murder. Why 
should not the same principle apply th regard to civil 

ability ? The question seems to be whether the act of 
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the third party can be reasonably considered, though 
voluntary, the natural result of the defendant’s act. 
There may be cases where the act, though in fact result- 
ing from the defendant's act, may be considered as nota 
natural or probable result of it, as, for instance, if in con- 
sequence of a slander persons had assembled and thrown 
the person slandered into a pond, the case suggested by 
Lord Ellenborough in Vicars v. Wilcow. Where the 
reasoning of Lord Justice Brett does not seem so con- 
clusive is in the preceding step. The difficulty does not 
seem to us really to be as to the remoteness of the damage, 
but as to the foundation of the cause of action. The 
passage we have cited really assumes the datum which is 
the foundation of the doctrine of Ashby v. White. The 
judgment all through, as it seems to us, assumes rather 
than proves that the act of the defendant is a wrongful 
act. The Lord Justice says later on, “ We think it cannot 
be doubted that a malicious act, such as is above de- 
scribed, is a wrongful act both in law and in fact.” It is 
clear that the cause of action is not ex contractu, and 
therefore it must be ex delicto, or a tort. A tort involves 
as its correlative, a duty. We feel a shade of difficulty 
as to the duty. It will be observed that the exact nature 
of the duty is not very distinctly defined. Malice is 
stated to be essential to the action. It is clear 
from the language of the judges, and indeed from 
the facts of the case itself, that malice includes, 
not only the malicious intention of injuring the 
plaintiff, but the desire to benefit self at the 
expense of the plaintiff. Lord Justice Brett says: ‘If 
the persuasion be used for the indirect purpose of injur- 
ing the plaintiff, or of benefiting the defendant at the 
expense of the plaintiff, it is a malicious act, which is in 
law and in fact a wrong act, and therefore a wrong- 
ful act, and therefore an actionable act, if injury ensues 
from it.” Is the proposition to be considered to be as 
wide as this—viz., that wherever a person induces 
another to break his contract, knowing that such con- 
tract exists, and, therefore, that the act he is procuring 
is wrongful on the part of the contractor as against the 
other party to the contract, there is a cause of action ? 
We are afraid this must be too wide a definition, and 
might possibly lead to surprising results. Suppose a 
man has made an improvident promise of marriage, and 
a sensible friend, for his welfare, persuades him to 
break it. That could hardly be thought actionable, 
though the friend undoubtedly procures a wrongful act 
in one sense. Again, suppose a young man of high 
birth promises to marry a young woman of very humble 
station, and his high-born and haughty parents, as in a 
transpontine melodrama, with no regard for his welfare, 
but for their own pride only, as the jury might find, 
procure a breach of his promise. It may be said that 
these are not serious illustrations, but we are seeking 
the principle, and it may fairly be tested by any 
possible cases. 

In all earnestness we are disposed to think that 
the decision of the majority was right in the 
particular case, and was in accordance with the 
expediency of the case;* but we are puzzled with regard 
to the limitations of the doctrine. It is one which does 
not seem to stop at the particular sort of breach of con- 
tract which was maliciously procured by the defendant. 
It is very easy to say that “malice” is a necessary in- 
gredient of the cause of action, but are we really driven, 
upon translating legal terms into plain English, and 
dealing with them as realities, to say that it is for the 
jury, upon consideration of all the circumstances of the 
particular case, tosay when it is wrongful to procure a 
breach of contract and when it is not? ‘We believe it 
to have been, and to be, a strong tendency—perhaps a 
growing tendency—of the judges whom we may, not- 
withstanding the Judicature Acts, still call the common 
law judges, to leave the essence of legal questions to the 
decision of juries under cover cf such terms as “‘ malice.” 
There have, no doubt, been struggles in the other direc- 
tion, as in the cases with regard to negligence on the part 








of railway companies. Certain judges, who might, per- 
haps, be termed by some narrow-minded, strive to very 
clearly define, and almost, one might say, contract, the 
limits which separate what is tortious or wrongful from 
what is lawful, on the principle that it is better on the 
whole for the community that fas and nefas should be 
separated by plain, clearly distinguishable lines, about 
which there can beno doubt or fluctuation. Others, on 
the other hand, tend rather to think that such hard and 
fast lines are not really suited to the exigencies of civiliza- 
tion, but only serve as charts to the tortiously minded, 
advertizing them how they may pursue _ their 
wrongful enterprizes without running on to legal 
rocks or shoals. It is difficult to say which 
tendency is the safer; probably every lawyer is conscious 
of being at one time actuated by one of these tendencies, 
and at another by the other, and possibly neither ought 
to be the entirely governing tendency. The difficulty 
that we feel with regard to the ratio decidendi of the 
majority is, we believe, somewhat similar to that expressed 
by the Lord Chief Justice in the latter part of his judg- 
ment. He seems there to feel a difficulty in seeing how 
the malicious motive can make that actionable which, 
without it, would not be actionable. If a man acts 
within his right, then the motive isimmaterial. If there 
is no duty apart from motive not to abstain from 
persuading another to break his contract, and if a man, 
endeavouring to persuade another to break his contract, 
and succeeding, but doing so without malice, cannot be 
sued, then why should the action lie if there be malice ? 
It is only the case of a man maliciously availing himself 
of his rights. This, if we do not misunderstand it, is 
somewhat the line of his lordship’s argument. We are 
not quite sure that we go the whole length with it, for it 
seems to us that it would, if pushed to its full length, be 
fatal to the action for malicious prosecution; but, though 
it may possibly go too far, it strongly confirms what we 
have before said. In this class of actions, where malice 
is made an essential element, you practically leave the 
legality or otherwise of what the defendant has done to 
depend on whether the jury think, on the whole, 
he ought or ought not to have done it, subject, of 
course, to some amount of restraint on the part 
of the court. It may be inevitable that this 
should be so, but in such cases ‘* jus est vagum.” 
Lord Coleridge, C..1., suggests this consideration when 
he says, “I do not know, except in the case of Lumley 
v. Gye, that it has ever been held that the same person, 
for doing the same thing, under the same circumstances, 
with the same result, is actionable or not actionable 
according to whether his inward motive was selfish or 
unselfish for what he did. I think the inquiries to which 
this view of the law would lead are dangerous, and in- 
expedient inquiries for courts of justice ; judges are not 
very fit for them and juries are very unfit.” 

It seems to us that the safest way to look at the decisions 
in Lumley v. Gye and Brown v. Hall is to regard the case 
with which they deal as analogous to the action for 
seducing a servant from service, and not to endeavour 
to extract any very sweeping principle from them with 
regard to the actionability or otherwise of procuring a 
breach of contract. Regarded in this narrow light, we 
are disposed to think the decisions right, notwithstanding 
the eminence of the dissentients ; but we should think if 
the decisions are to be regarded as establishing the more 
sweeping proposition to which we have adverted, that 
there would be grave reasons for questioning how the 
application of such a principle would be found to work 
in other cases. 





At an auction held at Henstridge last) Friday by Messrs. 
Chinnock, Galsworthy, & Chinnock, the total quantity of 
land offered being 104a. Or. 36p., with a rental of £220, the 
whole realized the sum of £6,910, being 31 years’ purchase, 
or £66 per acre. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


RIGHT OF “*RESIDUARY LEGATEE” TO UN- 
DISPOSED OF REALTY. 
(In re Methuen and Blore's Contract, M.R., 29 W. R. 
656.) 

Though the words ‘“‘ residuary legatee”’ in a will are, of 
course, primd facie, applicable only to personalty, they 
will include realty if the context sufficiently shows an 
intention that they should do so. Thus, where a testator 
stated at the commencement of his will that he had dis- 
posed by will of his estate, and then disposed of parts of 
his real property and appointed a ‘‘ residuary legatee,” it 
was held that the testator intended the “ residuary 
legatee ” to take the residue of the real as well as of the 
personal property (Hughes v. Pritchard, 25 W. R. 761, 
L. R. 6 Ch, D. 24). The real ground of this decision was 
more clearly put by Lord Justice Bramwell than by the 
other members of the court. He said, ‘‘ After giving 
gifts of personalty and devises of realty, the testator 
finishes this way: ‘I make my sister and others re- 
siduary legatees,’ that is to say, legatees of the residue. 
Residue of what? Why residue of that of which he 
had been previously disposing of parts. Of what had 
he been previously disposing of parts? Of his realty 
and personalty, and it seems to me almost a matter of 
demonstration that he is saying here residue of my real 
and personal estate.” In other words, the question 
whether the residue of the real estate is dealt with is to 
be settled by ascertaining whether the testator has pre- 
viously disposed of parts of his real estate. 

In In re Methuen and Blore’s Contract, a testatrix 
commenced her will by saying, “I commit to paper my 
wishes respecting the disposal of my property, and give 
this as my last will and testament. Everything I am 
possessed of I leave to my sister, 8S. P., for her life. After 
her decease I give and devise as here annexed.” After 
some pecuniary bequests she proceeded to “leave ”’ 
F. P.M. “residuary legatee after the demise of her 
sister.” There was here, it will be observed, no specific 
gift of real property, although, under the words “ every- 
thing I am possessed of,” the sister S. P. took a life 
interest in the realty. The Master of the Rolls thought 
that there was no indication of an intention that the 
residuary legatee should take, after the death of the 
tenant for life, the real property which was given to her 
for life. The result would seem to be that, in order for 
the words “ residuary legatee” to operate as a gift of 
the residue of real estate, the testator must have 
previously made specific devises of parts of his real 


property, 





The following special questions will be treated at the 
Doblin Congress of the Social Science Association 
on October 8—8 :—I.—Department of Jurisprudence 
and the Amendment of the Law.—lInternational and 
Municipal Law Sections—1. Is it desirable that there 
should be periodical meetings of representatives of 
various States to which all disputed international questions 
should be referred ? 2, Should the procedure on private 
Bill legislation in reference to local improvements be 
amended so as to facilitate inquiries on the spot by Par- 
liamentary Committees or otherwise? 3, Are any and 
what alterations in the jury laws desirable? Repression 
of Crime Section—1, How can the work of Discharged 
Prisoners’ Aid Societies be improved, and is it desirable 
to secure the co-operation of the poliee with liberated 
prisuners on their reform? 2. What results have been 
brought about by the Irish Sunday Closing Act in con- 
nection with crime in Ireland, and what further steps can 
the Legislature take for the decrease of intemperance ? 
8. It is desirable that persons convicted of serious 
offences, instead of being sentenced to confinement for 
different periods, should remain in prison until reformed. 
(This question has been submitted by the president of the 
American Social Scionce Association, Professor Wayland, 
Who will arrange for the sending over of a paper). 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


DOES PAYMENT OF PURCHASE-MONEY FOR 
LAND TAKE A CASE OUT OF THE STATUTE 
OF FRAUDS? 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—In a written judgment of the Court of Appeal 
(read by Baggallay, L.J.), in the recent case of Alderson 
v. Maddison (29 W. R. 556), there occurs a statemen} of 
the law to which I venture to take exception. 

The object of the passage in which the statement is 
found is to show that acts of part performance of a 
parol agreement as to an interest in land must, in order 
to be held sufficient to exclude the operation of the 
Statute of Frauds, be such as are unequivocally referable 
to the agreement; and the statement, im illustration of 
this, to which I refer, is as follows :—*‘ Thus, payment 
of part, or even of the whole, of the purchase-money is 
not sufficient to exclude the operation of the statute, 
unless it is shown that the payment was made in respect 
of the particular land and the particular interest in the 
land which is the subject of the parol agreement.” 

It is to the words italicised that I take exception. In 
Clinan v. Cooke (1 Sch. & Lef. 22), Lord Redesdale held 
that payment of money was not a part performance to 
take a case cut of the statute; he there said (p. 41):— 
““Payment of money is not part performance, for it 
may be repaid”; and in Freme v. Dawson (14 Ves. 386, 
at p. 388), Sir William Grant explains the doctrine of 
payment of purchase-money not being a part perform- 
ance in a way inconsistent with the notion of the 
doctrine’s arising from there being anything equivocal 
about the purpose for which the money is paid. Sir 
William Grant said :—‘‘ Lord Redesdale, in a case before 
him [Clinan v. Cooke], states his opinion that payment 
of money is not a part performance: yet there the act 
can hardly be said to be equivocal in its nature; as the 
payment of a price presupposes a sale: but the money 
may be repaid, and the parties are restored to their 
former situation.” 

It hardly seems necessary further to quote authorities ; 
but I may mention Watt v. Evans (4 Y. &C. 579.) 
This was a distinct decision that part payment of 
purchase-money was insufficient to take a case out of the 
statute, and, certainly, no question was made about the 
fact of the money having been paid for the particular 
estate. I may also refer to what was said by Lord 
Justice Knight Bruce in Hughes v. Morris (2 De G. M. 
& G. 356), and by Lord Justice Cotton in Brittain v. 
Rossiter (27 W. R. 482), in confirmation of the doctrine 
that payment of purchase-money is not a part per- 
formance sufficient to take a case out of the statute. 

I will now only, in further support of this doctrine, 
draw attention to the circumstance that, in many of the 
cases which have arisen upon the question whether a 
particular written contract, sought to be enforced 
against a vendor, was sufficient to satisfy the statute, a 
deposit must have been paid, as it was in the recent 
cases of Sale v. Lambert (22 W. R. 478, L. R. 18 Eq. 1), 
and Potter v. Duffield (22 W. R. 585, L. BR. 18 Eq. 4). 
Now it is obvious that if part payment of the purchase- 
money for specific land is a sufficient part performance 
to take a case out of the statute, the question whether 
the written contract complies with the statute must be 
immaterial. 

I am aware that I have not referred particularly to 
the case of payment of the whole of the purchase-money, 
but the dictum of Lord Justice Knight Bruce above 
referred to extends even to that; it does not, however, 
seem to have Lord St. Leonards’ concurrence : see Sug. 
V. & P. (14th edition), p. 152. The case seems not very 
likely to arise. A. J. W. 

Temple, July 20. 
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THE MEETING OF THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIET 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In their annual report the committee say, “It 
was proposed at the meetings held in May that an out- 
side committee should be formed to make suggestions 
before the special general meeting should be held. The 
council assent with pleasure to this, and suggest that at 
the general meeting a committee of this character be 
appointed, and that it consist of some of the members 
who have taken part in the debates, with any additions 
that may be suggested.” 

Now, what was this outside committee, and how was 
it proposed? By my following resolution, which was 
then in print, it was proposed :— 

“« That a committee be chosen from the members of the 
society for the purpose of recommending what changes 
might be beneficial in the organization and funetions of 
the society, so as to make it more useful to the public 
and the members, and more representative of the wishes 
and interests of the profession at large, and that such 
committee consist of the following gentlemen :—” 

It is true this was not in terms a committee upon legal 
procedure, but it was the only committee proposed at 
the meetings in May last, and its scope was sufficiently 
wide to have embraced that subject. But how did the 
council treat it at the adjourned general meeting in 
July under the presidency of Mr. Druce? First, Mr. 
Lake gets up and says with hot haste that he shall 
resent it as a vote of censure if passed. Then when 
Mr. Munton moves an amendmeut, making it exactly in 
terms consonant with the report, Mr. Paine gets up and 
makes three or four speeches saying it is not an amend- 
ment and is out of order. The meeting gradually 
dwindles away in both numbers and disgust, until a 
mere handful of members, in sheer despair at doing 
anything, throw themselves upon the council, in the 
hope that a committee will be conceded. Nothing of 
the kind. Mr. Grinham Keen and Mr. Melmoth 

Walters magnanimously but vainly endeavoured to 
correct their colleagues on the council, and prevent 
a fiasco. It was all to no purpose. Although the 
members met and adopted the report, the council pre- 
vented them from carrying it into effect. If the ap- 
pointment of an independent committee be a vote of 
censure, why did the council acquiesce in it? How 
would the appointment of 2 committee such as I sug- 
gested in May be any more a vote of censure than that 
which the council themselves in their report agree to? 
The observation of Mr. Paine, that ‘‘ the state of things 


cannot, and do not, do this properly, and unless solicitors 


make their voices heard upon this question they might 
just as well wipe themselves out of existence, 

If the council imagine that they can run away from 
their own report in this way with impunity, they are 


i 


mistaken. Ihave been urged to claim a seat 
council, and to take stronger measures than I 
, but my object solely is to unite the profes. 
harmonious whole, to put down envy and 
, and, in making our work more profitable to 
ves, to see that it is far more serviceable than it 
been to the general public. Epuvey Kren. 
22, Queen-strect, City, H.C., July 26. 
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where it was held that the husband was liable for the 

costs of the marriage settlement, has been overruled ? 
Helps v. Clayton was commented upon in your issue 

of May 29, 1880. J. L. P. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Brut or Sare—Acr or BankrRuPprcy—ASsSIGNMENT OF 
Wor Property To secure Past Dest—FresH Equiva- 
LENT — GOopWILL or Hoter, —In a case of Ex parte 
Beevers, before the Court of Appeal on the 21st inst., the 
question arose whether o bill of sale, which had been 
executed by a liquidating debtor a few months before the 
filing of his petition, was void as against the trustee in the 
liquidation, on the ground that it was an assignment of 
substantially the whole of the debtor’s property, to secure 
& pre-existing debt, without any fresh equivalent. The 
debtor kept a hotel, of which he held a lease. The bill of 
sale was executed on the 10th of Jane, 1880, to secure the 
repayment of a loan of £800, which had been made by the 
grantees to the grantor in March, 1879, without any 
security being then given by the grantor. The grantees 
had been pressing him for repayment, and had threatened 
to take immediate proceedings against him, and the deed 
contained a recital that at his request they had agreed to 
allow him a further period of three months for repayment 
of the £800, upon having the same furtber secured as 
thereinafter appeared, and on the conditions therein- 
after set forth. ‘The deed then, in consideration of 
the premises, assigned to the grantees all the stook- 
in-trade, fixtures, furniture, utensils, and other effects 
belonging to or used in or about the hotel, or in 
the business carried on there, and also the goodwill of 
the hotel, and the justices’, excise, and customs licences 
granted or to be granted in respect of the hotel, to hold to 
the grantees absolutely, subject to a proviso for redemption 
on payment of the £800 with interest, on September 10, 
1880, The proviso for redemption was, however, expressed 
to be ‘subject, however, to all the covenants, powers, pro- 
visoes, and conditions hereinafter set forth.” It was also 
provided that, “ but subject as aforesaid,” until default should 
be made in be: gga of the moneys thereby secured or any 
part thereof, the grantor should retain the enjoyment and 
possession of the property assigned, And then it was pro- 
vided that, if he should make default in payment on the day 
thereinbefore appointed, or (whether such default should 
have been made or not) when, and so often as the grantees 
should, at any time or times thereafter, in their absolute dis- 
cretion, consider the deed or the property thereby assigned, 
or their title thereto, to be in any wise endangered or pre- 
judiced, it should be lawful for them, without any Pet asi 
notice or demand, verbal, written, or otherwise, to take 
possession of and thenceforth to hold the property assigned, 
and to sell the same and retain the amount due to them out of 
the proceeds of sale. The lease of the hotel was not ineluded 
in the deed, On September 21, 1880, the grantor assigned 
the lease of the hotel to some other ms for £500, and 
on October 1 he filed a liquidation petition, The trustee in 
the liquidation claimed to have the bill of sale declared void 
a8 against him, on the ground that it comprised substantially 
the whole of the debtor’s, and that no fresh equivalent was 
given for it. There was evidence that the lease of the hotel 
was worth nothing without the goodwill and the licences, 
It was contended on bebalf of the grantees of the bill of sale 
that the lease of the hotel formed the substantial exception 
from the assignment, as was indeed shown by ite selling for 
£500, The goodwill of the hotel, as was said by Jessel, 
M.R., in Zz parte Punnett (29 W, R. 129, L. Re 16 Oh, D, 
226, 233), was not a pertonal goodwill, but passed with the 
lease, It, therefore, passed by the eye of September 
21, and the ment of it by the bill of sale passed noth- 
ing to the grantees. roeegey the bill of sale was not 
an assignment of substantially the whqe of the debtor's 
property. But, if it was, still a fresh equivalent was given 
for it by the grantees in the three months’ forbearance which 





COSTS OF MARKIAGE SETTLEMENT. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitor? Journal.) 


Sir--Will any of your resMers kindly inform the | 1 
writer through your columus whether Helps v. Clayton, 
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promise to the ear while it broke it to the hope. Power 
‘was given to the grantees in their absolute discretion at any 
time without any notice to take possession of the property, 
and they might thus set at nought entirely the agreement for 
forbearance, and treat as a nullity the contract for redemp- 
tion on a certain day. There was really no forbearance at all 
and therefore no fresh equivalent for the deed. And, as to 
the goodwill of the hotel, the debtor had done all that he 
could do to assign it to the tees. It was in evidence 
that the lease of the hotel without the goodwill and the licences 
would be worthless, and therefore the £500 paid by the pur- 
chaser of the lease really represented the value of the good- 
will, and if the deed was valid the grantees would have been 
entitled to the whole of the p s of the sale of the lease. 
There was, therefore, no exception from the deed, and it 
was void as against the trustee in the liquidation. Corron, 
L.J., said that Ez Pt Punnett was distinguishable beause 
there had been no dealing with the goodwill before the sale of 
the public-house, and in such a case a sale of the public- 
house might well, and indeed did, carry with it the goodwill 
of the business.—SoLicrrors, Hamlin § Grammer ; H. B. 
Clarke § Son. 





Easement—Prescription Act (2 & 3 Witt. 4, c. 71), 
s, 8—ComPuTATION OF PERIOD OF Forty YEARs—EXcCLUSION 
or Lirz EstateE—“ Person ENTITLED TO ANY REVERSION.” 
—In a case of Laird v. Briggs, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 26th inst., a question arose upon the construction of 
section 8 of the Prescription Act, which provides that, 
“when any land or water upon, over, or from which any 
such way or other convenient watercourse or use of water 
shall have been, or shall be enjoyed or derived, shall have 
been, or shall be held under or by virtue of any term of life, 
or any term of years exceeding three years from the granting 
thereof, the time of the enjoyment of any such way or other 
matter as herein last before mentioned, during the continuance 
of such term, shall be excluded in the computation of the 
said period of forty years, in case the claim shall, within 
three years next after the end or sooner determination of such 
term, be resisted by any person entitled to any reversion 
expectant on the determination thereof.” It was decided by 
Fry, J. (29 W. R. 197, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 440) that the words 
“any person entitled to any reversion expectant on the 
determination” of a life estate, are not limited to an owner 
of the whole reversion, but include a tenant at will to such 
an owner, and consequently that, if within three years after 
the determination of a life estate in Jand, an action is 
brought by a tenant at will to the reversioner against the 
claimant by virtue of an agreement with the tenant for life 
of an easement over the land, the term of the tenancy for 
life is to be excluded from the computation of the period of 
forty years. In the Court of Appeal it became unnecessary 
actually to decide the point, because the court (Jessst, M.R., 
and Brerr and Corton, L.JJ.) allowed an amendment of 
the pleadings, the effect of which was to introduce some facts 
which were not before Fry, J. But the court said that the 
question of the construction of the section was a very difficult 
one, and one upon which, even if it had been fully argued 
before them, they should not wish to express an opinion, 
without mature consideration. They must not be supposed 
to agree with the decision of Fry, J., but the question must 
be considered as fully open to discussion, notwithstand- 
ing hie decision—Soxricrrons, Remnant, Penley, & Grubbe ; 
Harrisons. 


Country Court—Jurispicrion—OrDER FoR PRopvucTION 
or DocumEnTs—PowsR TO Commit Yor DisoBEprance— 
Jupicaturn Act, 1873, s, 89,—In a case of Richards v. 
Cullerne, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th inst,, the 
question srose whether the judge of a county court has power 
to commit for contempt for disobedience to an order for the 
production of doouments. The question arose upon the 
construction of section 89 of the es Act of 1873, 
which provides that ‘every inferior court which now has, 
or which may after the passing of this Act have, jurisdiction 
in equity, or at law and in equity, and in admiralty respec- 
tively, as regards all causes of action within its juris- 


] 
diction for the time bei , have power to grant, and shall 
grant, in any B aayspec fore auch court, such relief, dis- 
» or remedy, or combination of remedies, either absolute 
or conditional, in as full and amplea manner as might and 


onght to be dono in the like cage by the High Court of Jus. 
tice,” The court (Jassut, M.R., and Brrr and Corron, 





L.JJ.) held that the case was governed by the decision of the 
Court of Appealin Martin v. Bannister (28 W. R. 143, 
L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 491), that @ county cour$ has power to im- 
prison for disobedience to an injunction ining the 
commission of a nuisance. In that case it was held that the 
power existed fcr the purpose of enforcing obedience to a 
final judgment, but there was nothing to limit the provisions 
of section 89 to a final judgment; they applied equally to 
any order made in the course of an action.—SoLiciToRs, 
G. L. P, Eyre § Co. 


Co.uision Iv River Tuoames—THames Navigation 
Russ (Mancn, 1880), BR. 22, 23.—In a case of The Libra, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 19th inst., a oie 
arose on the construction of rules 22 and 23 of the Thames 
Navigation Rules of March, 1880. Rule 22 provides that 
“‘ when two steam vessels proceeding in opposite directions, 
the one up and the other down the river, are approsching 
one another so as to involve risk of collision, they shall 
pass one another port side to port side,” And by rule 23, 
“steam vessels navigating against the tide shall, before 
rounding the following points—viz. (inter alia) Tilbury Ness— 
ease their engines, and wait until any other i 
the point with the tide have passed clear.” In the case 
before the court a collision had taken place off Tilbury Ness 
between the steamships Lidra and Joseph Ricketts. The 
Libra was going down the river on the north shore against 
tide ; The Joseph Ricketts was coming up with the tide, The 
Libra starboarded her helm, and it was contended that she 
was justified by rule 23. The Joseph Ricketts had ported her 
helm, and it was contended that she was justified by rule 22. 
The court (JEsseL, M.R., and Brert, and Corron, L.JJ.), 
affirming the decision of Sir R. Phillimore, held that The 
Libra was to blame for the collision.—Sonrcrrors, W. Bat- 
ham ; T. Cooper. 





Practice—Divorce Suir—Costs oF Wire's Unsvuc- 
CESSFUL DEFENCE—AMOUNT PayaB_Le BY Huspanp—Ruies 
or Drvorce Court or Dscemper, 1865, me. 158, 159.— 


first in the Divorce Court, and subsequently in the Divoree 
Division, in fixing the amount to be paid by a hus- 
band for the costs of his wife’s unsuccessful defence to a 
suit for a divorce instituted by him. Rule 158 of the 
of December, 1865, provides for the ascertaining b: 
registrar (after directions have been given as to the 
trial), what is a sufficient sum of money to be paid 
registry, or what is a sufficient security to be given by the 
band to cover the costs of the wife of and incidental to the 
trial of the cause. And rale 159 provides that, when on the 
hearing or trial the decision or verdict is against the wife, 
“no coats of the wife of and incidental to such ing or 
trial shall be allowed as against the husband, except 
shall be applied for and ordered to be allowed by the judge 
ordinary at the time of such hearing or trial,” In Roderé- 
son v, Roderison the President of the Divorce Division made 
a decree nisi for a divorce against the wife on the of 
her adultery, and ordered that the costs incurred by the re- 
spondent (the wife) should be paid, ‘‘ but not ing the 
amount paid into court or seoured by the petitioner (the 
husband) for the purpose.” This order, it appeared, was in 
the form always adopted in such cases, the practice havi 
so sectled at the time when Sir C. Cresswell was 

ordinary. The amount at which the wife's 
estimated, and for which the husband had 
give security, was £370; her costs when 
to — double that sum. She appealed 
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cree, and also contended that the excess of her costs above 
the £370 ought to be paid by the husband. The court 
(Jessen, M.R., and Bexrr and Corron, LJJ.) affirmed the 
decree on the merits, bat they held that the husband 
ought to have been ordered to pay the whole of the reasea- 
able costs of the wife, and that his liability ought net to 
have been limited to the estimate made before the trial, Their 
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lordships were of opinion that the practice bad 
pce with rule 159. Jesamt, M.R, 
according to the practice of the old ecclesiastical 
order was to tax and pay the whole of the w 
before the hearing, without limiting them 
secured of deposited by the husband, and 
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thought that was a very proper practice. At that time, all 
the evidence was taken in writing, and there was, therefore, no 
difficulty in taxing the costs before the hearing, But when, 
under the Divorce Act of 1857, the practice of taking the evi- 
dence orally at the trial was adopted, it became impossible to 
kaow beforehand what the costs would be, and, therefore, im- 
possible to tax them before the trial, and so the practice grew 
up, by a false analogy to the old rule, of estimating the costs 
beforehand, and requiring the husband to secure or deposit 
the amount so estimated, and then, when the costs came to 
be taxed, limiting them to the sum so secured or deposited 
in accordance with a mere guess a3 to the amount which 
would actually be required. It was very proper that a hus- 
band should pay his wife’s costs of her defence to a charge of 
adultery brought by him, because, by the law of England, all 
her property became his on the marriage, and she might have 
no means of meeting the expenses of her defence. Some 
means must be provided for her to carry on her defence to a 
divorce suit, and the defence must be conducted by a solicitor 
who could only look to the husband for payment'for his ser- 
vices, and who ought not to lose his remuneration merely be- 
cause the defence was unsuccessful. When the defence had 
been fairly and reasonably conducted the solicitor ought to 
be paid the full amount jof his costs incurred on behalf of 
the wife. The Court of Appeal was able to review the de- 
cision of the President of the Divorce Division, who had not 
exercised any discretion in the matter, but had merely 
followed the practice which had been established by his pre- 
decessors and which he could not well alter. The Court of 
Appeal were able to alter the practice and to lay down what 
appeared to them to be a more just rule, Of course, the 
judge would always be able to disallow any unreasonable 
costs.—Soricirors, Waddilove & Nutt ; G. 8. & H. Brandon. 


Company — Wispinc vp— ARRANGEMENT— DEBENTURE 
Hoipers—Proxtes not Given To DespenturE HoLtpers— 
Vornie—Masority—Jomr Stock Companies ARRANGE- 
munt Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 104)—GeNERAL ORDERS, 
Novempzr, 1862, ono. 46.—In the case of In re Madras Irri- 
gation and Canal Company, before the Master of the Rolls on 
the 21st inst., a question was raised whether the court would 
sanction a proposed sale of the undertaking under the Joint 
Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 1870, under the follow- 
ing circumstances :—A meeting of the debenture holders had 
been held by the liquidator, pursuant to the Act, to ascertain 
their wishes as to the proposed sale, and a resolation in 
favour thereof was declared to be carried by three-fourths in 
value of present, either in person or by proxy. A 
large number, however, of the proxies were given to the 
liquidator, who was not himself a debenture holder in the 
company. A summons was now heard to confirm the sale, 
and the objection was taken that the proxies were invalid. 
No list of the debenture holders had been settled on the 
liquidation, Jusszt, M-R., although he thought under the 
circumstances that the 46th rule of the General Orders of 
November, 1862, wes inapplicable, was still of opinion that 
for the purposes of meetings of any particular class of pereovs, 
proxies could only be given to, and held by, members of that 
class, and therefore that the proxies given to the official 
liquidator were invalid, and he directed another meeting of 
the debenture holders to be held.—Soricirors, Ashurst, 
Morris, Crisp, & Co. ; Whittakers & Woolbert ; I, H. Devon- 


Peacrice—Acrios—Rererence to AnpirraTion—En- 
rouoise Awaxp—Muaxisg Awaxzp a Rute or Covurt.— 
In two actions of Burrowes vy. Forrest and Forrest v. Bur- 

before the Master of the Rolls on the 22nd inst., a 
question arose whether, in an action where the matters were 
referred to an arbitrator, it was necessary, in order to enforce 
the award, tomake it a rule of court. In the above action, 
in difference were referred to an arbitrator, who 
hereby, amongst other things, he ordered 

money to Burrowes by Forrest, 

made « rule of court. A motion 

of Burrowes for an order enforcing 

i as discussed whether the award 

A court, which it was stated was not 

at common law oie eens oe inan cations 
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award to be made a rule of court,—Souicrrors, Morley $ 
Shirreff. 


NewsPaPER — TRADE-MARK — Name—Piracy— Insunc- 
TIoN.—In a case of Walter v. Head, also before the Master 
of the Rolls on the 22nd inst., a motion was made to restrain 
the defendant from selling any newspaper under the name 
or title of the Z'imes. The defendant had been issuing re- 
prints of old copies of the Zimes, which were exact facsimiles 
of the former issues, except the last sheets, upon which the 
defendant had inserted advertisements for his own profit. 
He had also issued future numbers of the Z'imes as skits, also 
inserting advertisements for profit. The prices of the de- 
fendant’s issues and those of the plaintiffs were dissimilar, 
but the name and the device and arms at the commencement 
of the defendant’s issues were exactly the same as the plain- 
tiff’. The plaintiffs now moved for an injunction, on the 
ground that the defendant’s issues were a colourable imita- 
tion of the plaintiffs’, and an infringement of their trade- 
mark in their name and device. For the defendant if: was 
contended that the plaintiffs had no special property io the 
name of the Times, which was used in conjunction with other 
words by numerous other papers, and further, that the only 
ground upon which the plaintiffs could succeed was that 
the issues of the defendant were calculated to deceive the 
public into the idea that they were buying those of the 
plaintiffs’, which it was submitted they were not. JES8EL, 
M.R., was of opinion that the issues by the defendant were 
an exact copy of the plaintiffs’ paper; that the plaintiffs 
had aright of property in their name and heading, which the 
defendant had infringed ; and that the defendant had also at- 
tempted to appropriate one of the most profitable of the 
branches of the plaintiffs’ business—their sdvertisements— 
and he must therefore grant the injunction asked for.—Sot- 
citors, Soames ; 4. W. Hodgkinson. 


Wit~t—Construction—Trusts DECLARED BY REFERENCE. 
—In a case of Bashford v. Chaplin, before Fry, J., on the 
26th inst,, a testator by his will gave the residue of his 
estate to trastees upon trust to divide the same equally 
between his children, and by a codicil he directed that 
his trastees should hold the sum of £2,000, part of the 
share of his daughter Eliza, on trust to pay the income 
thereof to her for her life for her separate use, and after her 
death upon certain trusts for the benefit of her- children, 
with an ultimate trust, in case she should leave no chil- 
dren, for the benefit of the survivors or survivor of the 
testator’s children, and the issne of such of them as should 
be then dead, leaving issue. Aud the testator directed his 
trustees to hold the sum of £2,000, part of the share of 
his daughter Catherine, upon trast to pay the inoome 
thereof to her for her life for her separate use, and after 
her death to hold the same “ upon such and the like trasta 
as are hereinbefore deolared of the sam of £2,000 secured 
for the benefit of my daughter Eliza, as fully and effect- 
ually as if such truste’ were here fully repeated.” And 
the testator directed that his trustees should hold the sum 
of £2,000, part of the share of his daughter Louisa, and 
should pay, apply, and dispose of the same, and the income 
thereof, ‘‘ upon such and the like trusts as are hereinbe- 
fore declared of the two several sums of £2,000 and 
£2,000 secured for the separate use and benefit of my 
daughters Eliza and Catherine, as fully and effectually as 
if such traste were here fully repeated.’’ The daughter 
Eliza was dead, having left issue, and the daughter 
Catherine was dead, never having had any issue. The 
question was whether the £2,000 of Catherine was to go 
upon exactly the same trusts as the £2,000 of Hliza—i.c., 
to the issue of Eliza, or upon trusts corresponding to those 
declared of Bliza’s £2,000, but substituting the name of 
Catherine for that of Eliza, the effect of which would be to 
give it to the survivors of the testator’s children, and the 
issue of sach of them as wore dead leaving issue. Bry, J., 
held that that latter construction was the right one, He said 
that the word “ like” implied that, though there was to be 
similarity, there was not to be identity, There was to be 
some difference, the testator had not pointed out 
distinctly what 
reasonable to suppose that the difference was to be in 
fond and the takers rather than in the fand a! 
view was confirmed by the subsequent direction as to the 
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£2,000 of the daughter Lonisa, for if the other construc- 
tion was adopted, the diraction would be to hold her share 
upon two inconsistent trusts, the trust declared of Louisa’s 
£2,000, and the trust declared of Catherine’s £2,000—and, 
indeed, Louisa would not even take a life interest ia her 
£2,000.—Soxicitors, Blachford, Riches, § Co.; T. Fortune; 
Bolton, Robbins, & Busk, 





Trustre—Breach or Trust—LisBILITY TO MAKE 
Goop Corpus or Trust Estate Recetvep py TENANT FOR 
Lire—Acceretion To Estate—New SHarEs In CoMPANy 
ALLOTTED IN Respgct oF Oup SHares.—In a case of Briggs 
v. Massey, before Bry, J., on the 25th inst., a question arose 
as to the extent of the liability of a trustee to make good 
part of the trust estate which, through his negligence, the 
husband of the tenant for life had been allowed to receive. 
By a marriage settlement, the residue of the estate of a 
testator, to which the wife was entitled, subject to the life 
estate of the testator’s widow, was assigned to the trustees 
on trust for the wife for her life, with remainder to the 
husband for his life, with remainder to the children of the 
marriage. The wife was the surviving executrix of the 
testator, and the husband, availing himself of this cir- 
Up pi sold ge  Ppnarescal, estate of or testator, and 
some other parts of his personal estate, and appropriated 
the proceeds to his own use. Also, after the death of 
the widow, some shares in a company, which formed 
part of the testator’s estate, were transferred from the 
names of the executors into the name of the husband alone. 
After this, some new shares were allotted by the company 
to, and accepted by, him in respect of the old ones, and he 
paid up the calls on the new shares in full. He afterwards 
mortgaged the shares, new and old, to secure an advance 
made to him by a person who had no notice 
of the trust. A decree having been made de- 
olaring that the surviving trustee of the settlement was 
liable to make good to the trust estate the amount of the 
proceeds of sale of the leasehold property, and all other the 
residuary personal estate of the testator received by the hus- 
band, and the trustee having paid into court the amount of 
the proceeds of sale of the leasehold property and of the other 
personal property (other than the shares in the company) 
which the trustee had sold, the question arose on further 
consideration whether the trustee was liable to account for 
the present market value of the new shares which had been 
allotted to the husband, or only for the selling value of the 
option to take them at the time when they were offered by 
the company. Under the settlement the trustees had no 
fund which they could have applied in paying the calls 
on the new shares. Fry, J., held that the trustee was liable 
to pay the present market value of all the shares, new and 
old, but that, if the husband had paid the calls on the new 
shares out of the proceeds of sale of the leasehold property 
and other personal eatets which he had received, the trustee 


would be entitled to be repaid the amount of the calls so paid 
out of the moneys which he had paid into court, and an in- 
quiry was directed for this purpose at the risk of the trustee 
as to costs.—Soxicrrors, Singleton ¢ Tattershal; F. W. 
Reynolds. 


Witt—Construction—LrGacy—Vestinc—Girt over 
IN Event of Death oF LEGATER BEFORE THE “ Finan 
Division’: ov THE Txstator’s Estatz.—In a case of 
Spencer v. Duckworth, before Fry, J., on the 25th inst., a 
testator had given the residue of his estate on trust to 
divide the same equally between four persons, and then 
he declared that, if either of the four legatees should die 
“before the final division of my estate,” he bequeathed 
the share of the trast moneys intended for him or her 
80 having died unto his or her children or obild in equal 
Shares if more than one, Two of the legatees died, leaving 
children, more than a year after the death of the testator, 
but before the estate had been actually fully realised and 
divided by the exeoutors. Fry, J., held that by the * final 
division” of the estate was meant the expiration of the 
. = = mee from br death of = testator allowed 

w for the payment of legacies, and consequently that 
the gift over had nut taken ciben.-sBeunervons, Lenlert 
Patch, db Shakepear ; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. 


mma] 





Witt — Consrauction—CHarGe oF ANNUITY ON 
Particutar Reat Estate—CHarGE OF Lecacies on Rzab 
Estate—Prionity.—In a case of Briggs v. George, before 
Fry, J., on the 26th inst. a testator gave and devised an 
annuity of £200 to his wife for her life, and he charged it on 
his freehold estate at H. And he directed that his wife should 
have all such powers and remedies for ee i yment 
of the annuity, and all arrears thereof, as landlo ve for 
obtaining payment of rent. And he declared that the 
benefits thus conferred on his wife should be taken in full 
satisfaction of all dower and thirds to which she migat be 
entitled, in or out of his real and personal estate, or either of 
them. And he gave two sums of £6,000 to trustees upon 
certain trusts, and directed that these sums should be paid 
out of his personal estate, but in case his personal estate 
should be insufficient, he charged his real estate with the 
payment of the deficiency. And he devised hig real estate at 
H., charged with the payment of the annuity to his wife, and 
all other his real estate to his son infee. The personal 
estate proved insufficient, and the proceeds of sale of the real 
estate were insufficient for the payment of the annuity and the 
two legacies of £6,000 in full, and the question arose w 
the annuity was entitled to priority in respect of the proceeds 
of sale of the estate at H., on which it was charged. 
Fry, J., held that the annuity was entitled to priority. He 
said that it was in thenature of a demonstrative legacy.— 
Soricitors, Few & Co. 








SOCIETIES. 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE LAW 
SOCIETY, 


A general half-yearly meeting of the above society was 
held on the 21st inst., at the Law Library, present : Mr. T. 
G. Hyde (president), Mr. W. P. Hughes (vice-president), 
Messrs. H. G. Goldingham, J. Stallard, J. Holyoake, R. P. 
Hill, S. M. Beale, G, A. Bird, J. Thompson, T. G. Stallard, 
W. W. A. Tree, F. R. Jeffery, J. Stallard, jun., and W. 
Allen (hon. sec,). The president having read a letter from the 
honorary secretary intimating his intention to resign the 
office of honorary secretary, it wae proposed by the president, 
seconded by Mr. Goldingham, and carried unani ; 
‘* That, in accepting the resignation of Mr. Allen, this meet- 
ing desires to record its sense of the services rendered by him 
to the society as their hon secretary for s period of up- 
wards of seventeen years, and the zeal and courtesy with 
which he has discharged the duties of the office.” The pre- 
a then, on behalf of the Sone Ae oo and 

orcestershire Law Society, . Allen’s acceptance 
of a handsome silver Queen Anne pattern Jardiniére, in re- 
cognition of his valuable services to the society as their hon- 
orary secretary for upwards of seventeen years. Mr. Allen 
suitably replied, and Mr. F. Ronald Jeffery was afterwards, 
on the proposition of Mr, H, G. Goldingham, seconded by 
Mr. R. P. Hill, unanimously elected honorary secretary. 
Some other general business was transacted, and the meeting 
concluded with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 








On the report of the Irish Land Bill on Tuesday, the 
Attorney-General for Ireland moved the ingertion after 
clanse 44 of a clause enabling the party to a g 
before the Land Commissioners or sub- i to 
appear in person, or by a solicitor (but not by a solicitor re- 
tained as an advocate by such solicitor), or by a barrister, to 
conduct the case, subject to the rules from time te 
prescribed by the court, The clause having been read 
second time, Mr. Biggar moved an amendment in it to strike 
out the words ‘* but not a solicitor retained as an advocate 
by such first-mentioned solicitor.” On a division the amend- 
ment was lost. Mr. Healy moved an amendment to enable 
the court to give its sanction in i oases to the 
appearance of a solicitor retained as an advocate by the 
solicitor of a party to proceeding before the 
Commission or any sub-Commission, The A’ 
General for Ireland pe sae the amendment. It wou 
throw on the court the odium of refusing to give its sanction. 
On a division the amendment was lost, the clause was 
ordered to be added to the Bill, 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Witt1am Ackritt, solicitor (of the firm of 
Llewellyn & Ackrill), of Tunstall and Hanley, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Staffordshire for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women. i 

Mr. THomas MetcatFe Barron, solicitor, of Darlington, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr, James VALENTINE BArtrTiscomBe, solicitor (of the firm 
of Walker & Battiscombe), of 16, Water-lane, Great Tower- 
street, in the city of London, and of Leytonstone in the 
County of Essex) has been appointed a Perpetual Commis- 
sioner for the Cities of London and Westminster, and the 
Counties of Middlesex and Essex, for taking the Acknow- 
ledgments of Married Women. 

Mr. Henry Tuomas Brown, solicitor (of the firm of 
Brown & Rogers), of Chester, has been appointed a 
Magistrate for that city. Mr. Brown was admitted a soli- 
citor in 1855. 

Mr. Epmunp Kett Biytx, solicitor, of 10, St. Swithin’s- 
lane, London, E.C., has beer appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 

Zarried Women in and for the Cities of London and 
Westminster and the Counties of Middlesex and Surrey. 

Mr. Maynarp Broapuvsst, of the Bengal Civil Service, 
has been appointed a Judge of the High Conrt of Judicature 
for the North West Provinces of India, on the resignation 
of Mr. Justice Spankie. 

Mr. Joserpn Ricuarpson Davipson Lynn, solicitor, of 
Blyth, has been elected (after a poll), as Coroner for the 
Southern Division of the County of Northumberland, in 
succession to the late Mr. Lonsdale Maving Cockroft, of 
Newcastle. Mr. Lynn was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 

Mr. Evan Mriitzn Jonzs, solicitor, of Leeds, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Oommissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the 
West Riding of Yorkshire. 

Mr. Mavrice S. Rusinsrein, solicitor, of 20, Regent- 
street, Waterloo-place, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for taking Acknowledgments of Married Women 
in and for the County of Middlesex, and the Cities of London 
and Westminster. 

Mr. Henry Lixpitex Waite, solicitor, of 7, South- 
ampton-street, Bloomsbury, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds 
by Married Women for the County of Middlesex, and the 
Cities of London and Westminster. 


eee a 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Murer Cozzet, Joun James CorBet, and Bast Bircu 
Baaster, solicitors, 27, Church-street, Kidderminster, and 
No. 14, F st, Worcester (Miller, Corbet & Co). June 
29. The said Miller and John James Corbet will continue 
tocarry on the said business at No. 27, Church-street, Kidder- 
minster, and 14, Foregate-street, Worcester, under the style 
of Miller and J. J. Corbet. The said Basil Birch Bagster 
will in future carry on business at Commercial-buildings, 
Kidderminster. [ Gazette, July 22, 1881.] 

Tuomas Wricut Bapcex, Fraepericx Parker Ruopzs, 
and Gzonczs Tuomas Baxnas, solicitors, Rotherham, 
Sheffield, and Hoyland Nether, Yorkshire (Badger, Rhodes, 
& Co.), so far a8 regards the said George Thomas Barras. 
4 1. The business will henceforth be carried on by the 

id Thomas Wright Badger and Frederick Parker Rhodes. 

Farepenicxk James Cnuesree and Epwarp Custer, 
solicitors, 86, Newington Butts (Henry Frederick and 
Edward Chester). July 13, 

Epwazp Cotwetr Sricxerr and Joun Evwanp Price, 
solicitors, Pontypridd. July 23. The said parties will 
continus to practise separately as solicitors at Pontypridd. 

(Gazette, July 26, 1881.] 





COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jomnt Stock ComPaNizs. 
Lrurtep rn CHANCERY. ! 

AurrEton AgraTED Water Company, Lrimrrep. — Petition’ for 
winding up, presented July 13, directed to be heard before the 
M.R., on July 30. Satchell and Chapple, Queen st, Cheapside, 
agents for Harris, Crich, solicitors for the petitioners. 

ANGLO-VIRGINIAN FREEHOLD Lanp Company, Limirsp,—Hall, V.C., 
has fixed ber Aug 2, at 1, at his chambers, for the appoint- 
ment of an official liquidator. sh 

CamBrRIAN MrininG Company, Limrrep.—Petition for winding up, 

resented July 20, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on 
Taly 30. Gregory, Bishopsgate st Within, solicitor for the peti- 
tioner. 

Lonypon AND Provinciat TRADERS’ WHOLESALE Stores, Limrrep.— 
Petition for winding be presented July 21, directed to be heard 
before the M.R., on July 30. Maples and Co, Frederick’s place, 
Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner. , 

[ Gazette, July 22.] 

ImpgrRtAL Union AssvRANCE Company, Lrurrep. — Peti on for 
winding up, presented July 25, directed to be heard before Fry, J., 
on Aug 6. Godfray, Finsbury pavement, solicitor for the petiti- 
tioner. 

Inp1an Mammotn Goup Mryzs, Liwirep.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated June 29, appointed George Whiffin, 8, Old Jewry, to 
be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Nov 1, 
to send their names and addresses tothe above. Tuesday, Nov 10, 
at 12,is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims, 

Lonpow anv Parts Dress AND Mintinery Association, LimitED.— 
The M.R. has fixed Aug 4 at 12 for the appointment of an official 
liquidator 

Mertropouitan AnD Surpurban Stream Launpry Company, Litr- 
TED.—The M.R. has, by an order dated a 14, appointed Thomas 
Stephen Evans, 6, Bucklersbury, to be official liquidator 

Mrptanp Lanp anv InvestmuytT Corporation, Limitep,—By an 
order made by the M.R., dated July 16, it was ordered that the 
voluntary winding up of the above corporation be continued, 
Burton and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the petitioner 

Ontuwxy anp Dvutais Cottigry Company, Limrrev.—V.C. Hall 
bas fixed Aug 5 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

Sanxey Broox anv Asuton Green Contizrizs Company, LIMITED. 
—Petition for winding up, presented July 23, directed to be heard 
before the M.R. on July 30. Sharpe and Co, Bedford row, agents 
for Peace and Co, Wigan, solicitors for the petitioner 

SuerriecpD EquitasLe Benerit Burnpine Soorety.—Petition for 
winding up, presented July 25, directed to be heard on Aug 5, 
before the MLR. Maude, Winchester st bldgs, agents for Webster 
and Styring, Sheffield, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Scorca Bayx, Limitsp.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Thursday, Aug 4, 
at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official ee ie pa 

Unirep Szurvice Surety Association, Limitep.—By an order made 
by Bacon, V.C., dated July 16, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the Association be continued. Best and Co, Essex 
st, Strand, solicitors for the petitioners. 

[ Gazette, July 26.] 


UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 
PseyartH, Sutty, ayp Barry Rarpway Company.—By an order 
made by Fry, J., dated July 15, it was ordered that the company 
be wound up. Ingledew and Ince, Fenchurch st, solicitors for the 


petitioners 
(Gazette, July 26.] 
County PaLatine or LANCASTER, 

Ascrort, Ropinson, anv Wi.son, Limitep.—The V.C. has, by an 
order, dated July 1, appointed Daniel Philips Davies, 11, Ganada 
Dock, Liverpool, John Watkin Lumley, 54, Regent rd, Tavernom, 
and Walton Batcheldor, 14, Johnson st, Liverpool, to be officia’ 
liquidators. Creditors are required, on or before Aug 17, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and 
claims to the above at 14, Johnson st, Liverpool. Aug 24 at 11 is 
Soeeenes for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
c 


aims : 
[ Gazette, July 22.1 
BiackBurn anv Distaict Benzrit Buityine Socmry.—Petition 
for winding up, presented J uly 23, directed to be heard before the 
V.C., at St George's Hall, Liverpool, on Aug 5. Etty, Lord st, 
Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner 
{ Gazette, July 26.) 
Faisxpty Soctztmes Dissouvep. 
AGRICULTURAL AND TRapusMEN’s Faixnpix Society, Gate inv, 
Ford Houses, Bushbury, Stafford, July 18 { Gazette July 22.] 
Brytn Master Mautwens’ Mutvar Assurance Socizty, Dun Cow, 
Blyth, Northumberland, July 2% 
Frstixiog Bexzvoiznt Society, Main st, Fostindog, Merioneth. 
July 25 | Gaaette July 26.) 





The Western Jurist thus reports a banquet of the Iowa State 
Bar Association :—*‘ After the app@tites of a h 
sion were sufficiently , order was secured, an 
toast proposed was : The judge, bis duties and pleasares.— 
Hon, Geo, W. McCrary. And then followed : — 
tion : its compatibility with a lawyer's conscience,—Hon. 
N. M. Hubbard ; The Jtinerant Bar.—Hon, J Keep 
The Lawyer in Politics,—Hon. H. H. Trimble ; Our Wives 
and those that are to be,—-Col. D. B. Henderson.” 
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OBITUARY. 


MR, RICHARD HART, 

Mr. Richard Hart, solicitor, died at Folkestone, on the 
27th ult. Mr. Hart was born in 1808, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1829. He commenced his professional career at 
Maidstone, but afew years later he removed to Folkestone 
(his native town), where he continued to practise until 
his death. Mr. Hart was a perpetual commissioner for 
the county of Kent, and he had a most extensive private 
practice. He was for some time a member of the 
Folkestone Town Council, and he was elected mayor of the 
borough in 1851. He was soon afterwards elected clerk to 
the borough magistrates, and, after resigning that office, he 
was placed in the commission of the peace for the borough. 
He was elected vestry clerk of the parish of Folkestone in 
1849, and he filled that office until the early part of 
this year, Mr. Hart was for many years agent for the 
Liberal party in the borough and county, and he was an 
active supporter of all schemes that were calculated to 
develop the interests and add to the health and prosperity of 
Folkestone. He was buried at the Folkestone Cemetery on 
the 2nd inst. The Town Council have passed a vote 
expressive of condolence with the family of the deceased. 


MR. GEORGE CALLAGHAN, 

Mr. George Callaghan, barrister, died at his lodgings in 
Craven-street, on the 18th ult., after a painful illness. Mr. 
Callaghan was born in the south of Ireland in 1824. He 
was engaged early in life as a newspaper reporter and corres. 
pondent, and in Michaelmas Term, 1862, he was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple. He practised only in the 
Probate and Divorce Court, where he was for many years 
the reporter for the Times, He was also a parliamentary 
reporter in the House of Lords, on the staff of the Morning 
Post. Mr. Callaghan had occasionally sat as deputy judge 
of the Lambeth County Court. He had suffered for several 
months from a painful disease of the liver, but he remained 
at work almost to the last. He was a man of most amiable 
and genial disposition, and his funeral at the Roman Catholic 
Cemetery, Kensal Green, on the 21st ult., was attended by 
a large number of professional friends. Mr. Callaghan was 
Unmarried. 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


JULY 21.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Briis.—Staines and West Drayton Railway, 
South Eastern Railway, Banbury and Cheltenham District 
Railway, Stalybridge Extension and Improvement. 

Wild Birds Protection Act (1880) Amendment. 

JULY 22.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brrts.—Southport and Cheshire Lines Exten- 
sion, Metropolitan Bridges, 

Supreme Conrt of Judicature. 

JULY 2.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME, 

Privats Bint.—Teign Valley Railway. 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bint.—Severn Navigation. 

BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bill to amend the Patriotic Fund Act, 1867, and to 
make further provision respecting certain Funds ad- 
ministered by the same Commissioners as the Patriotic 
Fond (Ear! o' Me RET 

JULY 26,—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

British Honduras (Court of Appeal), Pedlars’ Certiiicates, 
Metallic Mines (Gon wder), 

BILL D A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brit.—Central Norfolk Railway (Lynn and 
Fakenham Railway). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


JULY 21.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bint.—Mar Valley Drainage. 
Maieopalian. Boned of “Wonka (oney, Pablo Work 

or. one: orks 
Loans (Advances). " 





BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Parvate Bitts.—Earl of Hardwicke’s Estate, Redoastle 
and Farradale Estates, Sectional or Block Buildings 
Management, &c. 

Incumbents uf Benefices Loans Extension. 

JULY 25.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
PRIVATE Gah fncachin Estate, sone (Hawks ; 
Alsager Chapel (Marri , Petroleum (Hawking). 

BILLS READ. THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitus.—Copland’s Patent, Carmarthen and 

Cardigan Railway. - 
JULY 26. BILL IN COMMITTEE. , 

Petroleum (Hawking). 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME, 

Metropolitan Board of Works (Money), 

JULY 27.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Public Works Loans. 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Alkali Works Regulation. 

BILLS WITHDRAWN. 

County Courts, Vivisection Abolition. 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 

Atwoop, Jonny Jonzs, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Gent. Sept 1. Jones 
v Atwood, V.C. Hall. Atwood, Aberystwith 

Crixassy, Antony, Sir Penmoyre, Brecon, Knight. Aug 15. 
Cleasby v Cleasby, V.C. Hall. Hill and Co, Old Broad st 

Frnsom, Rrowarp, Caddington, ord, Farmer. Aug3l. Lock- 
hart v Fensom, Fry, J. Wetherfield, Gresham bidgs, Basinghall 
st 

Hinpsow, Isaac, Kirkby Lonsdale, Westmoreland, .Wine Merchant, 
Aug 3l. Bell v Greenbank, Fry, J. Pearson, Kirkby Lonsdale 

Houimay, Louisa, Witney, Oxford. July 26. Saltmarsh v Holli- 
day, V.G, Hall. Boyle, Mecklenburgh sq 

Jonas, Danret, Broughton, Denbigh, Grocer. Aug 27. Beirne v 
Jones, V.C. Bacon. Hughes, Wrexham 

Levin, Eraxarm, Hamilton ter, Esq. Septi. Levin v Levin, M.R. 
Emanuel, Finsbury circus 

Merttor, Breysamiy, Stainland, Halifax, Woollen Manufacturer. 
Oct 1. Mellor v Schofield, V.C. Hall. Wavell, Halifax 

; | Gazette, July 12.) 


Baron, WrittaM Macrort, Aveley, Essex. Septl. Rose v Pudney? 
V.C. Hall. Wi:kinson and Drew, Bermondsey st, Bermondsey 

Jonss, Davrp, Dyff ynarth, yen y re Gent. Oct 1. Jones v 

enkins, V.C. Hall. Hughes and Sons, Aberystwith 

Lucxuurst, ALFrep, Uckfield, Sussex, Brewer. Oct 1. Luckhurst 
v Luckhurst, V.C. Hall. Hillman, Lewes 

Sruppy, Henry, jun, Ridgeway, Llawhaden, Pembroke, Esq. Sept 

1. Phillips v Summers, Fry, J. Lascelles, Narberth 

Watronp, Right Hon. Lady Jawer, Cullompton, Devon. Aug 31. 
Rooper v Walrond, M.R. Willcocks, Gt G st, Westminster 

Gazette, July 15.} 








LEGAL NEWS. 


An alleged fraud on the Inland Revenue has been recently 
investigated in the Dublin Police Court. Mr. Thomas 
Colclough, a gentleman who occupied the position of stamp 
distributor to the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court 
of Justice, was charged with having made and sold forged 
law stamps. It appeared from the evidence that Mr. Col- 
clough had been appointed stamp distributor in 1869, and 
that the frauds commenced so early as 1871. Suspicion was 
first aroused by an accidental circumstance. A solicitor’s 
clerk having purchased a form bearing three embossed 
stamps of the value of five shillings each, was told at the 
Registry of Deeds Office that it required another five shiiling 
stamp, and ig order to get this attached he went to the 
Stamp Office at the Custom House, and immediately on the 
presentation of the form there it was discovered that the 
stamps already on the form were forgeries. All the forms 
used in the Common Pleas, Exchequer, and Queen's Bench 
Divisions are the same, and are printed by the same printer, 
there being a slight distinguishing mark to show for which 
division they are intended, and some of the forms sold by the 
prisoner were only supplied to him in June last ; while they 
P to bear stamps dated the month before. When 
the detectives went to prisoner's office they found a hand- 
press, which is sup: to have been used in the and 
a large number of forged stamps, which had been torn off the 
forms. Tt also appeared that he had not purchased, until 
April, during the present year, any canal stamps, 
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alttough, in a few months of the year, he had purchased 
£1,455 worth of adhesive stamps, which are only used as 
supplementary to the embossed stamps. The amount of 
embossed stamps used in the year was only £150 worth, 
while the adhesive stamps which he had purchased amounted 
to £3,600. It is therefore supposed that many thousand 
pounds’ worth of embossed stamps must have been forged 
yearly. Already £1,500 worth have been identified as having 
been purchased from the prisoner. It is considered remark- 
able that the fraud should have escaped discovery so long. 
The priscner was committed for trial, bail being refused. 

Atthe Manchester Assizes, Joseph Lowe, amember of the 
firm of Potter & Lowe, solicitors, was charged, before Lord 
Chief Justice Coleridge, with stealing or concealing certain title 
deeds relating to six shops in Rochester-road, Manchester, 
which were the property of a builder named O’Brien, and 
upon the security of which James Addison and William 
Openshaw had advanced £1,800 of trust money, which was 
given by them to Lowe to be forwarded to O’Brien. The 
prisoner was also charged with forging a subsequent deed 
purporting to be signed by O’Brien relating to the same 
transactions. Mr. Addison, Q.C., and Mr. Nash conducted 
the case for the prosecution ; Mr. Hopwood, Q.C., and Mr. 
Blair defended the prisoner. It appeared that Lowe made 
advances to O’Brien for the purposes of his building opera- 
tions in the course of the year 1876. In December of that 
year Addison and Openshaw, who had trust funds to invest 
and were clients of Lowe, were taken by him over the 
Rochester-road property, and agreed to advance £1,800 upon 
it, a cheque for which amount was subsequently given to 
Lowe, and then, according to Addison’s evidence, a 
mortgage, dated the 22nd of December, 1876, duly executed 
on parchment by O’Brien, was received by them, along with 
the bundle of title deeds in Lowe’s office, and placed in 
Addison’s own safe, The deeds were subsequently given 
to Lowe to be used in a chancery suit, and in the end were 
taken by Addison from Lowe’s brother. Addison then found 
that the original parchment mortgage, which he said he had 
read in 1876, had disappeared, and in its place there was a 
paper mortgage unstamped, but bearing O’ Brien’s signature, 
of date January 1,1879. The payments of interest which 
had been madé by Lowe stopped in 1879, and when 
Addison complained that he bad not got his original mort- 
gage, he was told by Lowe he must be satisfied with what he 
had. The defence suggested was that the original parchment 
deed never existed, and evidence was given to show that no 
trace of it was to be found in the business books of the firm 
of Potter & Lowe. O’Brien gave evidence that he had no 
recollection of signing the parchment deed, but he admitted 
in cross-examination that he did not remember signing 
the paper deed of 1879, though he believed the signature 
was his. It appeared in the course of thecase that between 
December, 1876, and January, 1879, Lowe had obtained a 
mo (in which no mention was made of a prior in- 
cumbrance) to Reid and Kenyon for £2,000, and a second 
mortgage to secare £600 due by O’Brien to a Mr. Haigh ; 
and, further, that the two chief rents included in the mort- 
gage of 1876 had been sold for £180. The Lord Chief 
Justice carefully summed up the case to the jury, who 
subsequently returned a verdict of Guilty. The learned judge 
sentenced him to five years’ penal servitude. 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


August 2.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BripGe- 
WATER, at the Mart, Freehold Investment and Copyhold 
Ground Rent (see advertisement, July 16, p. 5). 

August 3.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovsriExp, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., — and Leasehold Estates (see advertisement, 
July 23, p. 5). 

Anan rye seal Norton, Taist, Watney, & Co., at the 
Mart, 5) 2 p.m., Freehold Property (see advertisement, July 
16, p. 5). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts, 
Farpay, July 22, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Davies, Evan, May’s bldgs, St Martin’s lane. Pet July 18. Murray. 


Aug 5 at 11.30 
Reid, Thomas, Warwick st, Regent st, Engraver. Pet July 20. 


Pepys. Aug 9 at 11.30 

Tilley, Thomas Henry, Durham cottages, Hackney, Sausage Manu. 
facturer. Pet July 20. Pepys. Aug 9 at 11 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bailey, William, Wilsden, Bradford, Coal Merchant. Pet July 19. 
Lee. Bradford, Aug 5 at 12 

Bates, William, Leicester, Shoe Finisher. Pet July 18. Moore. 
Leicester, Aug 3 at 2 

Howe, Thomas Heslope, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Gent. Pet July 13. 
Edwards. St Albans, Aug 3 at 3 

Spence, Thomas, West Hartlepool, Durham, Butcher. Pet July 19. 
Boulton. Sunderland, Aug 4 at 11.30 

Stephens, Thomas Trinn, Bristol, Brewer. Pet July 20. Harley. 
Bristol, Aug 3 at 2 

Trahar, William Henry, Devonport, Captain in her Majesty’s 
Auxiliary Forces. Pet July 20. Edmonds. East Stonehouse, 
Aug 4 at 12 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
TvuxEspay, July 26, 1881. 
‘ To Surrender in London. 
Fennell, Richard Thomas, Barking rd, Essex, Commercial Clerk. 
Pet July 22. Murray. Aug 10 at11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Balaban, Jacob, Manchester, Commission Agent. 
Hulton. Salford, Aug 10 at 11 
Green, Charles Edward, Gt Yarmouth, Painter. 
Worlledge. Gt Yarmouth, Aug 13 at 12 
Lord, Thomas, Haslingden, Lancaster, Innkeeper. 
Bolton, Blackburn, Aug 8 at 11 


Pet July 23. 
Pet July 16. 
Pet July 22. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faupay, July 22, 1881. 
Bond, Alfred, Freston, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 13 
Elford, Thomas, Plympton. Devon, Gent. July 20 
Lloyd, Oliver Wimburn, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st, Solicitor. 


July 16 
Turspay, July 26, 1881, 
Coopers, Thomas Henry, Featherstone bldgs, Holborn, Accountaut, 
ly 22. 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frivay, July 22, 1881. 


Adams, Samuel Enoch, Belvoir rd, Lordship lane, Builder, Aug 10 
at 3 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Marsden and Wilson, 
Old Cavendish st 

Alwen, John, Wordsley, Stafford, Farmer. Aug 2 at 3 at offices of 
Homfray and Holberton, High st, Brierley hill 

Astell, William John, Claydon, Oxford, Farmer. Aug®5 at 2 at offices 
of Munton and Stockton, High st, Banbury . 

Baggley, Daniel, Silverdale, Stafford, Miner. Aug 4at11 at offices of 
James, Nelson sb, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Barker, Richard, New Malton, York, Horse Dealer. Aug 3 at 11 at 
Angel Inn, New Malton. Simpson, New Malton 

Barnett, Louis, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer. Aug 4 at 11 at offices 
of Burn and Co, Temple st, Birmingham 

Beech, William, jun, Tunstall. Stafford, Joiner, Aug 6 at 8 at offices 
of Llewellyn and Ackrill, Piccadilly st, Tunstall 

Bell, Thomas Henry, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. Aug 2 at 
1 at offices of Hoyle and Co, Burdon bldgs, Grainger st West, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Bond, Walter, Preston, Lancaster, Fancy Stationer. Aug 12 at 2 at 
offices of Thompson and Craven, Lune st, Preston 

Bott, William, and Thomas Jones, Burslem, Joiners. Aug 2 at 4 at 
North Stafford Railway Hotel, Stoke-upon-T'rent. Hollinshead, 
Tunstall - 

Brown, John, Wroot, Lincoln, Farmer. Aug 5 at 12 at Elephant 
Hotel, Doncaster, Parkin and Co, Epworth 

Buckley, Woodhead, Huddersfield, Printer, August 4 at 11 at offices 
of Welsh, st, Huddersfield 

Buncombe, John Clarke, Bruton, Somerset, Ironmonger, July 30 
at 12.30 at h st, Bruton, Russ 

Burrell, John Samuel, Lanchester, Durham, Grocer. August 4 at 
12 at Holmes and Co, Pligrim st, Newcastle upon Type 

Bushell, Edmund, Faversham, Kent, Carpenter. Angust 5 at 3 ab 
the Ship Hotel, Faversham, Norman, 
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Carr, ae Holgate, York, Colliery Agent. August 4 at 11.30 at 

offices of Bateson and Co, 

Chadwick, Thomas, Wolstanton, Stafford, Builder. August 4 at 12 
at offices of Heaton and Son, Brickhouse st, Burslem 

Cheetham, George Middleton Salford, Lancaster, Baker. August 
4at 3at the Spread Eagle Hotel, Corporation st, Manchester. 
Walker, Manc r 

Chivers, James, Bristol, Haulier. July 30 at 12 at offices of 
Williams Andrews, Nicholas st, Bristol. Ayre, Bristol 

Coles, Charles Hi ,» Lansdowne rd, Dalston, Baker. August 3 
at 2 at the Inns of Court Hotel. Beswick, Bedford row 

Cook, John, Lever st, 8t Luke’s, Boot Manufacturer. July 30 at 11 
at the Unicorn Tavern, Vivian rd, Romanrd. Hicks, Grove rd, 
Victoria Park 

Cook, Matthew, Gateshead, Durham, outof business. August 3 at 
2 at offices of Aitchison, Collingwood st, Newcastle bg Tyne 

Corder, John George, Lynton rd, Bermondsey, Coal Merchant, 
July 30 at10 at offices of Bordman and Co, Victoria House, 
Trinity st, Southwark 

Crookhorn, Charles, Bradbury st, Kingsland, Cab Proprietor. 
Aug 9 at 2 at offices of Mackreth, New Broad st 

Crow, George, Canterbury, Carpenter. Aug 3 at 12 at offices of 
Mercer, High st, Canterbury 

Curtis, George, Ipswich, Suffolk, Grocer. Aug 4 at 11 at offices of 
Mills, Elm st, Ipswich 

Dand, Thomas, Teignmouth, Devon, Engineer. Aug 4 at 11 at 
Bude Haveu Hotel, St Sidwell, Exeter.. Hooper, Exeter 

Fellows, James Henry, Birmingham, Grocer. Aug 3 at 11 at offices 
of Eaden, Bennett’s-hill, Birmingham 

Fitzpatrick, James, Southport, Lancaster, Grocer. Aug 5 at 3 at 
offices of Threlfall, London st, Southport 

Foster, Benjamin Edwin, Lansdowne rd, Clapham, out of busi- 
ness. Aug 9 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Gray, Lud- 


gate hill 

Froggatt, Eliza Howard, Walsall, Stafford, Grocer. Aug 3 at 11 at 
Queen’s Hotel. Stephenson pl, Birmingham. Cramp 

Frost, Edgar, Hornsey rd, Pastrycook. Aug 8 at 2 at Martin’s 
lane, Cannon st. Hogan and Hughes 

Gelson, William, Wolstanton, Suffolk, Earthenware Dealer. 
Aug 3 at 11 at offices of Challinor, Cheapside, Hanley 

Gooder, Henry Hall, Accrington, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 10 at 3 at Adelphi Hotel, Avenue parade, Accrington. 
Sharples, Accrington 

Goodwin, Sampson, Birmingham, Grocer. Aug 12 at 3 at offices of 
Dale and Vachell, Bennett’s-hill, Birmingham 

Gottschalk, Gustavus, Watling st, of no occupation. Aug 12 at 12 
at offices of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry Dacbes 

Griffiths, Frederick Ezekiel, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Corn Merchant. 
July 30 at 11 at offices of Howell, Stepney st, Llanelly 

Hainsworth, Joseph, and Samuel Hainsworth, Bradford, York, 
Blacksmiths. Aug 4 at 3 atthe Creditors’ Association, Goodwin 
st, Bradford . 

Halford, Henry, West Smethwick, Stafford, Coal Merchant. Aug 
11 at 11 at offices of Taylor, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hall, Robert, Bury, Lancaster, Joiner. Aug 3 at 3 at offices of 
Grandy, Union st, Bury 

Harris, John Rosser, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. Aug3 at 
12 at offices of Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hawkes, Samuel. Upper North st, Poplar, Baker. July 29 at 11 at 
49, Bromley st, Commercial rd East 

Henderson, Andrew, Nottingham, ee Aug 5 at 3 at offices 
Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Clifton, Notting- 


am 

Hester, William, and Thomas John Hester, Bride court, Fleet st, 
Printers’ Brokers. Aug 4 at 11 at offices of Schultz and Son, 
South sq, Gray’s inn : 

Hickinbotham, Trussell, and Edmond Hickinbotham, Upper St. 
Martin’s lane, Auctioneers. Aug 3 at 2.30 at offices of Graham, 
Chancery lane 

Hill, George, Kirby Moorside, York, Draper. Aug 6 at 11 at North 
Eastern Hotel, Tanner row, York. Harrison, Kirby Moorside 

Hill, William James Renwick, Birmingham, Gun Manufacturer. 
Aug 2 at 3 at offices of O’Connor, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Hind, Roger, Warrington, Lancaster, Engineer. Aug 9 at 3 at office 
of Davies and Co, Market pl, Warrington 

Hird, Robert Smith, Bradford, Temperance Hotel Keeper. Aug 3 
at 11 at offices of Hutchinson and Son, Piccadilly chbrs, Picca- 
dilly, Bradford 

Hoare, Henry, Clearwell Meend, nr Coleford, Gloucester, Collier. 
Ang 10 at 3 at offices of Fryer, Coleford 

Holliday, John Nicholson, Sunderland, Engineer. Aug 3 at 11 at 
offices of Robinson, West Sunnyside, Sunderland 

Hollings, John Crispin, Upper MarAlebone rd, Provision Merchant. 
Aug 2 at 3 at offices of Harman, Chancery lane 

Hughes, William John, Halifax, Warehouse Clerk. Aug 3 at 3 at 
Creditors Association, Southgate, Halifax 

Ivory, Henry Allsopp, Victoria park rd, Pianoforte Manufaoturer, 
Aug 9 at 2 at Beyfus and Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jackson, Thomas, Bolton, Ironfounder, Aug 8 at 3 at offices of Hall, 
Acresfield, Bolton 

, James, Birmingham, Wine Merchant. Aug 5 at 12 at 
note, Temple st, Birmingham, Hawkes and Weekes, Bir- 


Keen, Matthew, Leicester, Grocer. Aug 5 at 3 at offices of Buckby, 

Mi e@ lane, Leicester 

Keene, John Williams, Langley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 2at 12 at offices of Hartill, Birmingham st, Oldbury 

Lan , John, Farnham, Surrey, Railway Goods ‘Manager. 
Ang 9 at 12 at Board Room, Townhall, Farnham 

liner, Joel, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer, A 


4 at 2 at the Law 
Soc 8} Rooms, Aldine court, High st, 


heffield, Allen, 


She! 
Longworth, Ed Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacturer, Aug 11 
at 11 at offices of tley, New st, Huddersfield 


James, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. <A Pat ll 
at Queen’ Hotel, "Huddersfield, Whitley and Whitley, Hudders. 





Mason, Henry, Tettenhall, near Wolverhampton. Aug 4 at 11 at 
offices of Smith, Lich Gates, Wolverhampton 

Mason, John, Royton, Lancaster, Bleacher. Aug 17 at 11 at Angel 
Hotel, High st, Oldham 

Moore, Albert, Wells, Somerset, Fismonger. Aug 4 at 1 at Grand 


Hotel, Broad st, B: Hobbs, jun, Wells 

Newell, Freeman, Fletton, Huntingdon, Commercial Traveller. Aug 
8 at 12 at offices of Deacon and Wilkins. Cross st, Peterborough 4 

Newlands, Joseph, Derby, China and Glass Dealer. Aug8 at3 at 
offices of Moody, Corn Market, Derby 

Phillips, William, Burry Port, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. Aug 
at 1lat offices of Johnson and Stead, Church st, Lilanelly 

Poole, George Read, St Mary Axe, Cigar Dealer. Aug 18 at 2 at 
2 at offices of Beck, East India avenue, Leadenhall st 4 

Preston, George, Sheffield, Grocer.. Aug 5 at 12 at offices of Rodgers 
and Co, Bank st, Sheffield 

Prince, George, Leeds, Whitesmith. Aug 5 at 10.30 at Law Institute, 
Albion pl, Albion st, Leeds. Cross, Bradford 

Pugmire, John Thomas, Hightown, nr Liverpool, Joiner. Aug3 at2 
at offices of Etty. Lord st, Liverpoel 

Quince, Elizabeth, March, Cambridge, Farmer. Aug 5 at 12 at 
Chequers Inn. Ruston, Chatteris 

Ray, Henry, Upper Thames st, Engineer. Aug 4 at 2 at offices of 
Halse and Co, Cheapside 

Robinson, Elijah, Leeds, Joiner. Aug 2 at 3 at offices of Dalton, 
Albion st, Leeds 

Salt, Frederick, Tunstall, Stafford, Solicitor. Aug 3 at 3 at offices of 
Alcock, Market st, Tunstall 

Simcock, James, Longport, Burslem, Stafford, Wheelwright. 
Aug 2 at 3at North Stafford Railway Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. 
Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Skinner, Frederick William, Ide hill, nr Sevenoaks, Kent, out of 
business. Aug3at 11 at Victory Inn, Sundridge, near Sevenoaks. 
Gregory, Cannon st 

Smith, Thomas William, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Chemist. Aug 3 
at 12 at offices of Kent, St Andrew’s hall plain, Norwich 

Steel, John, Willington, Warwick, Pig Dealer. Aug 9 at 11 at 
offices of Barkes, Moreton-in-the-Marsh 

Thompson, Emma, Harriett Thompson, and Ellen Thompson, 
Nottingham, Milliners. Aug 5 at 12 at offices of Parsons and Son, 
Wheelergate, Nottingham 

Upfield, Matilda Mary Ann, Aldershot, Southampton, Butcher. 
Aug 2 at 4 at offices of Foster, Victoria rd, Aldershot 

Waldron, Edward, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Barman. Aug 5at3 
at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham . 

Webb, George Pike, of HM’sship Royal Adelaide, Devonport, Sick 
Bay Steward. Aug 8 at 11 at St Aubyn st, Devonport. Graves 
Wilcoxon, Arthur, Queen Victoria st, Wholesale Cabinet Maker. 
Aug 9 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Montague, 

Bucklersbury 

Williams, William, Bury, Lancaster, Watchmaker. Aug 4at 3 at 
Dog and Partridge Inn, Fennell st, Manchester. Anderton and 
Donnelly, Bury 

Young, Charles Silvester, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Traveller. 
Aug 3 at 3 at offices of Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 

TuEspay, July 26, 1881. 

Abrahams, Lawrence, and George Lyon Abrahams, Brighton, 
Tailors. Aug 8 at 3 at offices of Ladbury and Co, Cheapside. 
Myer, New Bridge st 

Allen, Mary, Leek, Stafford, Silk Manufacturer. Aug 8 at 2 at 
offices of Hacker and Allen, St Edward st 

Bail, Alfred William, Edgware rd, Dairyman. Aug 6 at 12 at offices 
of Bristow Macmullen, Praed st 

Barton, John Thomas, Wilton Park, Durham, Grocer. Aug 9 at 11.30 
at offices of Edgar, Silver st, Bishop Auckland 

Blake, John, Exminster, Devon, Smith. Aug 8 at 3 at offices of 
Fryer, Gandy st, Exeter 

Botting, George, Billingshurst, Sussex, Grocer. Aug 9 at 3.30 at 
King’s Head Hotel, Horsham. Medwin and Co, Horsham 

Brett, Harry, Gresham st, Public Accountant. Aug 10 at 2 at 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Rose-Innes and Co 

Broadhead, William Henry, Bowling, Bradford, York, out of busi- 
ness. Aug 8 at 11 at offices of Hutchinson and Son, Piccadilly- 
chmbrs, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Browning, John, Strand, Optician. Aug 11 at 2 at offices of 
Hughes and Co, Budge row 

Chesterton, Thomas Henry, St Helen’s, La ter, Tol ist. 
Aug 9 at 3 at offices of Riley, Hardshaw st, St Helens 

Clarke, Henry Naylor, Kingston-upon-Hull, Bottle Merchant. 
Aug 4 at 2 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon- 
Hull. Todd, Hull 

Cliffe, Charles, Gamston, Nottingham, Farmer. August 8 at 12.30 
at offices of Marshall, Chapelgate, East Retford 

Cliffe, Samuel, Everton, Nottingham, Farmer, August 8 at 11 at 
offices cf Marshall, Chapelgate, East Retford 

Coates, William, Chesenhale rd, Old Ford rd, Carpenter. August 17 
at 3 at offices of Cooper, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Coles, Frederick Augustus, Highbridge, Somerset, Coachbuilder. 
August 11 at 3 at the George Hotel, Highbridge. Broad, 
Burnham 

Cook, John, Lever st, Saint Luke’s, Boot Manufacturer. . Angust 5 
at 3 at offices of Rawlings and Co, Railway Approach, London 
Bridge, in lieu of the time and place originally 

Davies, Williams, Neston, Chester, Grocer. August 9 at 2 at offices 
of Bremner and Co, Dale st, Liverpool 

Deane, James Augustus, Leek, Stafford, of no occupation. August 
9 at 2 at offices of Redfern and Son, Church lane, k 

Dickinson, John, Wigan, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler, August 8 
at 11 at offices of Wilson, King st, Wi 

Dobbing, Thomas, Greatham, ar West Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. 
one 9 at 11 at the Grey Horse Inn, Stockton on Tees, 
Clayhills 

Fawkner, George, Congleton, Chester, Licensed Victualler. 
August 12 at 11 at the Old Cheshire Cheese Inn, High st, Congle. 
ton. Garside and Co, Congleton 

Feek, James, London rd, Butcher. August 2 at 3 at offices of 


15 at 12 at 





Wenn, King Rdward st, New; st 
Filmer, Edmund, Berners st, Ly A 
Bueklesbury. Young and Co, 


it Mildred’s ct, 
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Garrett, William, Manchester, Theatrical Property Maker Aug 5 
at 3 at the Blackfriars Hotel, Blackfriars st, Manchester. 1, 
Manchester ; 

Gascoine, Edward Sante > 168, Wines ahs Broker, Aug 11 at at 
offices of Armstron Lamb, Old 

Glendenning, John, nid, School Desk . Aug 8 at 
12 at offices of » Queen st, Norwich. Blyth, Norwich 

Goldman, Marks, Swansea, Glamor ay prune. Aug 4 at 11 at 
offices of Evan 

, Sampson, wee 12 at offices 
4 Clabon, Great cous ae st, Westminster ood and McLellan, 


atham 

Graham, Francis Dixon, Birkenhead, ts Geastan, Tallow Chandler. 
Aug 9 at 11 at at offices of Bleakley and Downham, Hamilton sq, 
Birkenhead 
Grantham, William Wilkinson, Small Heath, Warwick, out of busi- 
ness. Aug 8 at 11 at offices of Barber, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Green, John Arthur, and John C , Regent st, Provision Mer- 
chants Aug 10 at 2 at offices of Lewin and Co, Southampton st, 

tran 

Griggs, George Adkins, Chatsworth rd, Clapton Park, Corn Dealer. 
Aug 4 at 11 at offices ‘of Harrison, Pancras lane, Queen st 

Grove, Thomas, Maesteg, Glamorgan, Draper. Aug 3 at 3.30 at 
offices of Collins, Broad st, Bristol 

Guilford, Thomas James, Bishopsgate Churchyard, Bishopsgate st, 
Licensed Victualler. Aug 19at 2 at offices of Moore and Son, 
Crosby sq. Myers, Gresham buildings 

Gurnsey, Edward, Gillingham, Kent, Grocer. Aug 8 at 3 at Royal 
ones Hotel, High st, Rochester. Knight, Serjeant’s inn, Chan- 


cery lane 

Harper, James, Horton, Bucks, no occupation. Aug1 at 4 at office 
of We Webb, High st, Slough 

Hartz, William, Mark lane, Merchant. Aug 8 at 8 at 14, George st, 
Mansion House. Hollams and Co. Mincing lane 

Haworth, James, Blackburn, Upholsterer. Aug 9 at 11 at Mitre 
Hotel, Cathedral yd, Manchester. Stones, Blackburn 

Haynes, Timothy, Birmingham, Boot Dealer. Aug 8 at 12 at office of 

Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Herbert, Francis, Gloucester, Steam Laundryman. an 8 at 3 at 
Bell Hotel, Gloucester. Taynton and Sons, Glouceste 

Hey, Alfred, saacieyeek, Cabinet Maker. Aug 8 at 3 at Station Hotel 
‘Talbot rd, Blac! Wilkinson, Bradford 

— aoshua anoat Mather, Bloxwich, Stafford, Awl Blade 

anufacturer, Aug 8 at 11 at offices of Baker. Bridge st, Wal- 


sail 
Boer William, Rochester, Builder. Aug 11 at 11.30 at offices of 
Hamond pl, Chatham 
Horn, John, Stoop House, nr Pennithorne, York, Farmer. Aug 5at 
10 at offices of Topham and Groves, Leyburn. Waistell, North. 


allerton 

Hutchison, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Pawnbroker. Aug 10 at 2 
at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Johnston, George Gordon, West Ferry rd, Milwall enenaet Vic- 
tualler. Ang 15 at 2 at offices of Leyton and Co, row 

Joseph Louis, Nelson sq, Blackfriars, Feather Menutaniarer. Aug 
10 at 3 at offices of Lee, Gresham bigs, Basinghall st 

Kent, George, Lather Brush, near Bishop Auckland, Innkee 
Aug 10 at 11 30 at offices of Edgar, Silver st, Rishop ‘Aucklan 

Knowles, Richard, Thornhill hoon yo Ang 9 at 3 at offices 
of Scholefield and Son, Wellingto bury 

Lewis, Arthur, Monmouth, uaa yn 8 at 2 at offices of Wil- 


liams, Monmouth 

Lusty, George, Bedminster, Bristol, Retail Hatter. Aug 10 at 12 
at offices of Phillips, Small at, Bristol. Wansbrough, Bristol 

Mackie, John, Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Maker. Aue 5 at 3 at 
offices of Wright and Marshall, New st, Birmingham 

Major, William, Cotton Broker. Aug 10 at 2 at offices of Gill and 
Archer, Cook st, Liverpool 

Marriott. Thomas William, Sneinton, Dentist. Aug 9 at 11.30 at 
offices of Webster, Brougham chambers, Wheeler gate, Notting- 


Mills, Alexander Frederick, King’s rd, Chelsea, Pianoforte Manu- 
factarer. Ang 10 at 2 at Guildhall tavern, Gresham st. Saxelby 
and Faulkner, Ironmonger lane 

Milton, John, Newcastle-under- Lyme, Photographer. Aug 6 at 11 

offices of Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-under-L 

Mirande, Alfred, Rathbone pl, Oxford st, Decorator, Aug5 at 3at 

, Fleet st Visher, Pi ry pa 

Naylor, pe me Blackpool, Lancaster, Lodging house keeper. Aug 8 
at3 at offices of Blackhurst, Lytham == Blac! ack pool 

Palmer, Adam and George Suseu 7, Burlington 
arcade Hosiers. Augs at 12 at Officesof Plunkett and Leader, 8t 
Paul’s churchyard 

P , Maker of 

, Batt’s avenue, Roc 
, mber ty oa 


ase, Richard, le, Ang 9at 

2.2 at offices of Bri 

Poole, = Here: Aug 8 at 1 at Bell 
H Gloucester, Williams and Co, New 


Powell, George, Richmond, Surrey, Upholsterer, Aug 12 at 2 at 
Mason’ * Hall Tavern, Mason’ s avenue, Coleman st. Ashley ani 


Co, Frederick’s pl, ola wiki 
Pow William, Smethwic! flord, pet Ang 6 at 11 at office 


of Wright and Co, Church st, 0 
Pandy mass Josey, Manchester, Tailor. Aug 62t8 at offices of Sampson, 
Proed, Thomas, Auckland, Leather Seller, Aug 9 at 3 at 
Ahees of , Silver st. Bishop's Auckland 
Pyne, Jobn Aug 17 at 2at 
Guildbeatl 


, Croydon, Surrey, Stationer. 
Gresham st. 

Redden, Joseph Nowworthy, Warwick, B , Ang 5 at 11 at offices 
a r= Mad pr Chandter, Ang 6 

at 2 at the 

na ae ages, On ir wy! rf 
Curayratar janbedr, crlenetts, ‘armer. Aug 9 
tho Coumencieh Hotel, Portmadvc. Jones and Jones, Port- 


wore mt Cfices ot Hart, Prieuigals, Peterborough 


Rogers, John, Lisnfair Dyfternatwri, Penbieh. Faemen Aug 10 
Aug ® at 4 at 

wisham, Kent, Builders, 4 
inn, Chancery 1 3 











at 3 at offices of Louis and Edwards, Castl 
Rounds, Edward Stormont, sme, Lchoskenster, 

at offices of Churton, , Chester 
Russell, Albert, and William Bntoher. 

Aug 8 at 2 at offices of Dubois, Serjeants’ 

Selby, Cecil st, Strand 
pap ay Thomas 


smal, Harris, Cable st, St George’s-in-the-Hast, Wholesale Clothier, 
ane, 17 at 3 at offices of Brighten and Co, Bisho: st Without 
Smith, Ralph, jun, and Edgar Joyce, Amhurst 
tioneers. Aug 15 at 2 at offices of Ingoldby and Buckley, 


Png ck, William Ravenhill, Long Ashton, cmr Colonial Br cr 4 


Aug 8 at 12 at offices of Brittan and Co, Small st, Bristol 


Suter, John, Birmingham, out of business. Aug 6 at 3 at offices of | 


Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 
Sutter, Alexan 
Hotel, Chipping Norton. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 


Thomas, John, and Henry 
Liadnudno 


Tucker, Frederick Walter, Little Love lane, Commission Agent, = 


Aug 6 at 1 at offices of Dubois and Reid, Pancras lane, Queen st 
Turnham, Henry, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Innkee 
6 at 11 at Coffee Tavern, Frgmoor Gardens, High Wy 
Clarke, High Wycombe 
Wallis, George, sen, Ken, Somerset, Farmer. Au 
of Parsons, High st, Bristol. Woodforde, Clevedon 
Waterman, Mark, Ste omg Ce! Cutler. 
Watts and Chamberlain, Ibion pl, we 
Watkinson, Asa, Liverpool, Tobacconist. Aug 
Sheen, North John st, Liverpool. 


Blewitt and Tyler, Gracechurch st 

Wilson, Mary Ann, Walworth rd, Boot Dealer, 
office of Chalk, Finsbury circus 

Wood, Michael, Salford, 
Garthwaite, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Wren, Henry, Quedgele, 


of York, Berkeley st. Gloucester 


Wright, William, Bootle, Lancaster, Grocer, Aug 5 at 2.30 at offices % 


of Lumb, Dale’ st, Liverpool 


Young, W illiam, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Brushmaker, Ang 2 at Sat 


offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle- upon-Tyne 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 











Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the — 


excess of fat extracted. 
The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly 


digestible 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 


Irvalids aod Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medica 1Press, 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all 
seeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength 


than such Mixtures. 


Yade instantaneously with boiling water, « teaspoonful to a Breaks — 


tast Oup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
CocoaTINA A LA VAWILLE is the moat delicate, digestible, cheapest — 


Maniila Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro © 


hibited, 
In tin vane at ls, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 


ties on Special ‘ertas by the Sole ity rev rng 
_as SOHWEITZER @ CO., 10, Adam-street, don, W.C. 


Hi edozone 
is Prepared 





PHOSPHATED TONIC 
with Pure Distilled Water, 
and may be depended upon to 


AND REFRESHING BEVERACE IN THE — 
WORLD. 


IT 18 AT ONCE PALATABLE, ELEGANT ; 


INVIGORATING, AND SUSTAINING 


6s. per Dozen Half. Bottles; "six Dozen Bottles and Case, 36s, 


Of Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Grocers, 


Descriptive Pamphlet and ve ga onials sent free 
PACKHAM & CO., OSROYDON, 
fy AMPTON & SONS make ie CHARGE for 


of ESTATES, TO WR ant COUNTY He bi USE y 
a = 


Unfurnished, or for Sale, to 
for bre Pabhiebod an the i 
Id be sont 
Mall i Kast, 8.W. 





peters for i 
of h 
bag tr nc} pty 
Tetate anid Anotion Offices, 6, Sr all Mal 


Henry, Bishop Auckland, Commercial Traveller, 
pea $ at 11 at the Queen’s Hotel, Leeds. Maw jun, Bishop Auck- — 


kney, Auc. © 
Fins- — 


r, Chipping Norton, Draper. Aug 8 at 11 at Crown — 


Pritchard, Llandudno, Carnarvon, — 
Builders. Aug 9 at 12 at Royal Hotel, Llandudno, Chamberlain; Ee 


A Ang 4 


8 at 12 at offices q 
Aug 4 at 4 at offices of © 


5 at 3 at offices of — 
Blackhurst and Fretson, Liver- q 


wheeler, Edwin, Beckenham, Builder. Aug 5 at 3 at offices of © 
Aug 10 at 11 at 
‘ish Salesman. Aug 8 at 3 at offices of — 
, Gloucester, Grocer. Aug 4 at 11 at offices 


— 4 


THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and 1m REALITY pier. 4 


THE ORIGINAL SPARKLING © 


HEDOZONE. 


cpen sound in any climate, THE MOST DELICATE | 


# 
@ 


3) 











